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Executive summary
Monitoring and Evaluation is an integral part of the natural resource management (NRM)
project cycle. It is the key to understanding whether our NRM activities, products and
services are effective at protecting and managing our natural resources for the future.
Put simply, monitoring and evaluation provides us with data and information for
understanding how close we are to achieving our NRM goals and allows us to adaptively
manage our investment.
In Western Australia M&E for two programs—the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality (NAP) and the Natural Heritage Trust 2 (NHT2)—was coordinated through the State
NAP & NHT2 M&E Implementation Plan. The plan has been in place since 2003. In 2008/09
an internal review (‘the review’) of this plan was undertaken by the State M&E team to
measure progress and recommend improvements for future M&E plans.
M&E is entering a new phase in natural resource management with new funding programs
and an emphasis on delivering outcomes with public funds. Recent audits have questioned
the ability of our programs to deliver outcomes information. The results of this review can be
used to improve future NRM programs.
The review found that the plan had enabled the coordination and funding of monitoring and
evaluation activities in Western Australia, which is a significant step forward in monitoring
and evaluation.
The review also found areas where we could make improvements. One of the key findings
was that our stakeholders did not have a clear idea of the information that we required from
M&E activities. Clarification of roles and responsibilities and clear requirements for M&E will
be a significant step forward in this area of natural resource management.
The review states five key recommendations for action to strengthen the delivery and
coordination of M&E activities in Western Australia:
1.

Develop a new state-scale M&E Plan that provides leadership in M&E.

2.

Develop a Resource Condition Monitoring (RCM) plan to improve coordination and
enable long-term funding.

3.

Integrate standardised outputs into NRM Quarterly Financial Reporting requirements.

4.

Develop a State evaluation schedule in consultation with key audiences.

5.

Develop an integrated NRM reporting system for the State.

However, it is important to note that due to the number of stakeholders involved in NRM and
their varying capacity to understand M&E concepts and terms, it is essential that all M&E
plans and requirements are kept simple and concise.
It is tempting to try to resolve the problems in M&E through the development of policies,
requirements and templates to improve the system. However, the reality is that we must plan
for the effective delivery of our information requirements first. We must use simple language
and ensure that our stakeholders have the knowledge, capacity and understanding of how
we need this information delivered to the State.
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In addition, we also need the capacity to be able to collect, manage and analyse the M&E
information that results and to deliver the desired input, output and outcome information to
Treasury departments that will enable continued funding for NRM.
This review outlines some of the strengths and weaknesses of the State NAP & NHT2 M&E
Implementation Plan and makes recommendations to improve future monitoring and
evaluation policy, plans and requirements.
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Acronyms
DAFWA
M&E
NAP
NHT2
NRM
RCM
WA
Regions

Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia
Monitoring and Evaluation
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality
Natural Heritage Trust 2
Natural Resource Management
Resource Condition Monitoring
Western Australia
Regional Natural Resource Management Groups

Simple definitions of terms
NRM
NRM Inputs
NRM Activities
NRM Outputs
NRM Outcomes
Evaluation

Program

Program monitoring
RCM

The management of our natural resources to ensure that the land,
water, plant and animal resources are still available for the future.
The resources put into a project or program (dollars, staffing).
The actions taken to improve the natural resources.
The products and services resulting from the inputs.
The final result of the inputs and outputs on social, economic or
environmental (natural resources) factors.
An assessment based on the analysis of qualitative and quantitative
information that helps us to make improvements or decisions about a
project, program or service.
In this review, program refers to the NAP and NHT2 funding
programs. There are a number of funded projects that make up the
overall funding program.
The regular collection of project information over time that helps to
show us how the NAP and NHT2 programs are progressing.
The collection of data on the condition of our natural resources. The
analysis of this data helps us to make decisions on how to manage
our natural environment.

Note
This technical report was produced as part of the DAFWA Management Development
Program 11 2008/09 in order to meet the requirements for the Diploma of Business (Frontline
Management).
Thank you to all my diploma colleagues, Shirley Van Schagan from MODAL, and all the
NRM and M&E stakeholders who assisted with this review.
This project was funded by the Australian Government and the Government of Western
Australia
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Introduction
The purpose was to review the strengths and weaknesses of the current plan in order to
inform the production of new M&E plans.

Method
Within the State NAP & NHT2 M&E Implementation Plan there are a number of components.
As there was limited time for this review, three of the key components were selected for
review. In addition to these three components, a short stakeholder survey was undertaken.
Four sub-reports (Figure 1) summarise the progress in each component and the results of
the stakeholder survey. These findings will be useful in the development of future M&E plans.
Sub-report 1 – Evaluation
Strengths and weaknesses of NAP and NHT2 evaluations under the plan from 2003 to 2008.
Sub-report 2 – Resource condition monitoring
Progress made in Resource Condition Monitoring under the plan from 2003 to 2008.
Sub-report 3 – Output reporting
Strengths and weaknesses of output reporting under the plan from 2003 to 2008.
Sub-report 4 – Stakeholder survey
Discussion of results of stakeholder survey 2008.

Evaluation
Sub-report 1

Resource Condition
Monitoring
Sub-report 2

Output Reporting Stakeholder Survey
Sub-report 3

Sub-report 4

Figure 1 Sub-reports informing the review of the State NAP & NHT2 M&E Implementation Plan

Background
M&E was identified as a key section for improvement in the NAP and NHT2 programs. In an
attempt to guide the M&E process across the State, the State M&E Team in the Department
of Agriculture and Food and the WA Monitoring and Evaluation Advisory Committee
(WAMEAC) developed an implementation plan for Western Australia.
The NAP & NHT2 M&E Implementation Plan 2004 outlined the requirements for Western
Australia (Figure 2).
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NAP/NHT2
Management
Arrangements

Financial
Reporting

Resource Condition
Monitoring &
Reporting

Aggregation &
Reporting
Structure

Management
Action Reporting

Project Output
Reporting

Joint Steering
Committee
Evaluations

Regional
Evaluations

Figure 2 Components of the NAP & NHT2 M&E Implementation Plan

The State M&E team and WAMEAC were responsible for guiding the implementation of this
plan on a state scale. Each regional NRM group appointed a coordinator to guide the
implementation on a regional scale.
This structure enabled the coordination and funding of M&E activities including:
• $1 m to fund the State M&E coordination team.
• $10 m for improving resource condition monitoring.
• A State evaluation schedule—four evaluations of NAP/NHT2 programs worth $150,000.
• Four years of input/output data collection on program performance.
• Four years of data collection on progress towards longer term targets (Management
Action and Resource Condition Targets).

Key findings and recommendations for improvement – by
sub-report
The results of the four sub-reports are discussed below and a table of findings and
recommendations is in Attachment 2.

Sub-report 1 – Evaluation
Purpose
This sub-report reviewed the strengths and weaknesses of the NAP and NHT2 Evaluations
performed under the plan from 2003 to 2008.

Key findings
Four state evaluations were completed as per the State evaluation schedule. Although the
schedule enabled evaluation, responses to the recommendations are taking time as change
processes involve a complex and multi-stakeholder system. Lack of input from key decisionmakers into the evaluation questions and process also led to a slower uptake of
recommendations.

Key recommendations
• Plan for and resource the State evaluation schedule adequately.
• Engage key decision-makers in the process of the developing the schedule.
• Develop ways to maximise uptake of improvement recommendations.
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Sub-report 2 – Resource condition monitoring
Purpose
This report reviewed the progress made in resource condition monitoring in NAP and NHT2.
The aim of investment in NRM is to improve or maintain the resource condition. Resource
condition monitoring provides us with information about the state and trends in our natural
resources. It is an important part of the NRM investment cycle.

Key findings
The RCM projects are progressing well and—despite funding delays—are improving the
State’s RCM network. State agency technical experts are engaged in these improvements to
enable the provision of information for long-term management of our natural resources.

Key recommendations
As natural resource changes occur over a long time, RCM requires a long-term commitment.
• Provide ongoing funding.
• Develop a plan to coordinate effort across the State agencies.

Sub-report 3 – Output reporting
Purpose
This report reviewed the strengths and weaknesses of output reporting in NAP and NHT2.

Key findings
The State needs to account for expenditure on natural resource management. We also need
more efficient reporting from our stakeholders—better reporting, not necessarily less. Output
reporting is good risk management for the State. The collection of data on products and
services complements the collection of financial and outcomes data and helps to
demonstrate our progress towards NRM outcomes to Treasury.

Key recommendations
• Integrate output reporting into the Quarterly Financial Reporting Process to help
government decision-making.
• Update the standard output code list and develop an integrated electronic system to
manage the data.
• Report regularly to stakeholders and funders.

Sub-report 4 – Stakeholder survey
Purpose
This report discusses the results of a stakeholder survey of the State NAP & NHT2 M&E
Implementation Plan. A small sample of key stakeholders identified strengths and
weaknesses of the plan.

Key findings
The plan was appropriate at the time and was built with community input and on the most upto-date knowledge available. It was effective at showing commitment to M&E and gaining
funding. The weakness was that it was difficult to understand and needed to have dedicated
implementation funding.
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Key recommendations
New state M&E plans would need:
• a clear purpose
• a clear definition of M&E requirements
• agreed roles and responsibilities
• simple language
• realistic reporting requirements
• integrated data
• funds to ensure implementation.

Key recommended actions from this review
Better M&E planning & integration + resourcing = better results
The results of M&E ultimately affect the level of funding available so improvements to
M&E planning and implementation make good financial sense.
There are five overarching recommendations for action based on the findings of the subreports. Each of the four sub-reports contains further details.

Recommendation 1:

Develop a new state-scale M&E plan that provides
leadership in M&E

A plan will assist in coordination of M&E activities and will guide stakeholders in
understanding the requirements.

Recommendation 2:

Develop an RCM plan to improve coordination and
enable long-term funding

An RCM plan will improve coordination of RCM activities and ensure that funding is
maintained for long enough to gather data and report results.

Recommendation 3:

Include standardised outputs in NRM Quarterly Financial
Reporting requirements

The collection of standardised output reports is good risk management for the State. It
provides the State with information about products and services produced by NRM funding.

Recommendation 4:

Develop a State evaluation schedule in consultation with
key decision-makers

A State evaluation schedule will guide evaluation in NRM and will deliver information to key
decision-makers and funders.

Recommendation 5:

Develop an integrated NRM reporting system for the
state

A well-planned and integrated reporting system with electronic data management will deliver
the right information to decision-makers and funders to ensure continued funding for NRM
activities.
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Conclusion
With changes to State and Commonwealth NRM funding streams and program objectives,
the State NAP & NHT2 M&E Implementation Plan is no longer appropriate. There is instead
a requirement for an overarching State M&E plan to guide M&E in natural resource
management.
Western Australia is making progress towards an effective M&E system. However the
system and the plan that guides this needs to be adjusted to ensure that the strengths of the
previous plan remain and that previous weaknesses are remedied.
The key to continuous improvement is to utilise these findings in the development of new
State M&E plans. It would be easy to throw out the old system, but it is important to use
feedback from this review to inform future development of M&E content.
It is also important to get a common understanding of M&E and effective delivery of services
so that Treasury and the Auditor General can confidently allocate public funds to deliver
good public amenity.
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Attachment 1: Table of review recommendations
Summary of recommendations
Planning for monitoring and evaluation
1. Develop a new state-scale M&E plan that provides leadership in M&E
The plan needs:

-

a clear purpose, with clear roles and responsibilities explained in simple language
to show a long-term commitment to M&E and to contain funding for implementation
to be developed before the NRM projects are developed
to integrate NRM reporting
to involve stakeholder input in development

Monitoring
Resource Condition Monitoring (RCM)
2. Develop an RCM plan to improve coordination and enable long-term funding
Program monitoring
3. Include standardised outputs in NRM Quarterly Financial Reporting requirements

- review standard output code list with input from lead scientists and Treasury/Ministers
Evaluation
4. Develop a State evaluation schedule in consultation with key audiences
The schedule needs:

-

a clear purpose
a clear audience
clear key evaluation questions
agreed resourcing
to enable time and resources for improvement (implementing the recommendations)
to enable time and resources for managing evaluation (and engaging with stakeholders)
to consider the evaluation findings and themes in its development

Communication of results/reporting
5. Develop an integrated NRM reporting system for the state
In planning this system consider:

-

6

what information is needed and how often to collect data
who is the key audience
who will analyse the data
resources to collect, manage, store and analyse the data
the development of a single electronic system for storing all reporting information
developing an accompanying training program and ongoing support
ensuring that data is analysed
reporting back to stakeholders regularly
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Attachment 2: Table of sub-report findings and
recommendations
Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Evaluation findings and
common themes will be useful
in planning new M&E
requirements.

That the evaluation findings and
common themes be considered in
the development of future NRM
programs and associated evaluation
requirements.

Considering the findings of the
four completed evaluations will
build on the strengths and
reduce the weaknesses in future
NRM programs.

Making improvements based on
evaluation findings takes time
and resources.

When planning for future
evaluations, consideration needs to
be made for allowing time and
resources for improvement, the
process of managing the evaluation
(and engaging with key decisionmakers/audiences) and
implementing the recommendations
after the evaluation.

If improvement is part of the
purpose of the evaluation, time
and resources need to be
allocated to run a participatory
process and continue
momentum after the report is
completed.

The State evaluation schedule
is essential but needs a clear
purpose and audience.

A State Evaluation Schedule needs
to be developed in consultation with
key decision-makers/audiences and
to include for each evaluation:
- clear purpose
- a clear audience
- clear key evaluation questions.

Planning is crucial for the
success of the State
evaluations. Well-defined and
planned evaluation questions
will guide the evaluation
process.
Involvement of the key decisionmakers/audiences at this stage
will help engage them from the
start.

Resourcing for evaluations was
not adequate and was not
defined during the planning
stages of the evaluation
schedule.

Adequate resourcing for each
evaluation needs to be agreed in the
development of the State Evaluation
Schedule.

Agreed resourcing in the
planning stage will enable
evaluation to be high quality.
Resourcing internal evaluations
will build skills.

Sub-report 1 – Evaluation

Sub-report 2 – Resource condition monitoring
RCM has progressed in WA but
needs increased coordination
and long-term funding.

An RCM plan needs to be developed
to coordinate RCM in WA.

A plan will ensure:

• cross-agency long-term

RCM continues to be
supported and coordinated in
WA

• careful selection of the

constituents of the program
can be made using the
knowledge gained

• we are able to build on our

existing base of knowledge
and experience

• a long-term vision of RCM in
WA is defined and ensures
long-term funding to provide
ongoing information.
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Attachment 2 Continued…
Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Sub-report 3 – Output reporting

8

Output reporting is good risk
management.
Lack of an integrated approach
to output reporting.

Integrate output reporting into NRM
Quarterly Financial Reporting
requirements.

Output reporting manages risk
to the State through providing
regular data and allowing
progress to be monitored.
Integration makes it easier to
link inputs to outputs/outcomes
and reduces the reporting
burden to our stakeholders.

Standard output code list is
inadequate. Regional
preference for standardised
state lists.
Lack of a standardised
approach to output reporting.

Update code list and develop an
integrated electronic system.

To ensure that we are collecting
the right data and to improve
electronic data management.

Too much data is collected and
not enough is used.

Plan to collect only the data that is
needed.

To ensure that resources are not
wasted collecting useless data.

Lack of utilisation of data.
Lack of utilisation of output data
at regional level.

Report regularly to stakeholders and
funders.

To demonstrate progress
towards program goals and to
enable adaptive management.
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Attachment 2 Continued…

Finding

Recommendation

Rationale

Sub-report 4 – Stakeholder survey
Strength: The plan was logically
laid out.
Weakness: The plan was written
at the incorrect scale.

A new M&E Plan needs to be
completed that is State scale and
provides leadership in monitoring
and evaluation in NRM in WA.

A State scale plan will show
leadership in monitoring and
evaluation.
This plan will build on the
strengths of the old plan to
create a new and improved plan.

Strength: The plan contained
clear objectives and provided
guidance to regional monitoring
and evaluation.
Weaknesses: The Plan did not
provide enough guidance to the
Regional NRM Groups.

The new M&E Plan needs to have a
clear purpose, with clear roles and
responsibilities explained in simple
language.

A clear plan will enable all
stakeholders to contribute to
monitoring and evaluation and to
know their role in the system.
Using simple and clear language
will ensure that stakeholders
understand their roles and
responsibilities.

Strength: The plan showed a
commitment to M&E and
enabled funding.
Weakness: The Plan lacked
implementation funds.

The M&E Plan should continue to
show a long-term commitment to
M&E and needs to contain funding
for implementation.

As resource condition changes
occur over a long time,
monitoring is a long term activity
and requires a commitment to
on-going funding.
It needs to be realistic in what
can be achieved with limited
funds and capacity.

Weakness: The Plan was
produced too late to influence
project planning.

The M&E Plan needs to be developed
before the NRM projects are
developed.

The M&E plan needs to be
developed first to give a
framework and direction for
project managers when
developing their M&E plans and
targets.

Weakness: The Plan did not
integrate all types of NRM
reporting.

The M&E Plan needs to attempt to
integrate NRM reporting.

Integration of NRM reporting
would increase efficiency of
information collection.

Strength: The Plan included
community input into its
development.

The M&E Plan development needs to
involve stakeholder input.

If stakeholders are involved in
the development they are more
likely to implement the
requirements.
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Sub-report 1

NAP AND NHT2
EVALUATIONS 2003–2008
Author: C Pengelly

Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia
3 September 2009
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Executive summary
This sub-report of the State M&E Implementation Plan Review aimed to identify the strengths
and weaknesses of the previous monitoring and evaluation system. The recommendations
will help guide improvements to future natural resource management programs.
Evaluation is an important part of any large government program. Evaluation of government
programs helps us to make improvements to delivery and to better service our stakeholders
in natural resource management.
Evaluation involves the collection of qualitative and quantitative data on aspects of our
programs and services in order to make a decision or improvement to our programs.
This report focuses on State-level evaluations of the National Action Plan for Salinity and
Water Quality (NAP) and Natural Heritage Trust 2 (NHT2) programs. Five evaluations were
scheduled and four finalised evaluation reports were delivered to the State. The evaluation
findings generated information that will be helpful in future NRM program development.
The report summarises the key themes of each evaluation to identify areas for improvements
in future programs. The report also contains a copy of all evaluation findings in one easy to
access report. Finally, this report makes recommendations on how to further improve the
evaluation process for future NRM programs.
As the focus of evaluation for improvement is a key part of accountability of government
spending, it is important that we assess our own processes to make changes for the better in
the future.
The three main questions answered by this report are:
1.

What are the key themes of the four evaluation?

2.

Is evaluation useful to the state?

3.

If it is useful to the state, what changes need to be made to improve the system?

We found:
•

Evaluation findings will be useful in designing future NRM programs.

•

Making improvements based on evaluation results takes time and resources.

•

The State Evaluation Schedule is essential but needs a purpose and audience.

•

Resourcing for evaluations needs to be agreed in the planning stage.

We recommend:
•

Evaluation findings and themes are considered in the development of future NRM
programs.

•

Allow time and resources for implementing improvements when considering future
evaluation requirements.

•

A State Evaluation Schedule be developed in consultation with key decisionmakers/audiences with a clear purpose, a clear audience and clear Key Evaluation
Questions.

•

Adequate resourcing for each evaluation needs to be agreed in the development of the
State Evaluation Schedule.
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If these recommendations are adopted then we can reap the benefits of improved evaluation
processes and make improvements to maximise the outcomes of future NRM programs.

Introduction
In NAP and NHT2 there was an emphasis on monitoring and evaluation. This sub-report
(Diagram 1) discusses the evaluations completed under the NAP and NHT2 Evaluation
Schedule.
Diagram 1 State M&E Implementation Plan Review sub-report 1 in context

Evaluation
Sub-report 1

Resource Condition
Monitoring
Sub-report 2

Output Reporting Stakeholder Survey
Sub-report 4
Sub-report 3

A requirement in the NAP and NHT2 Bilateral Agreements was for State evaluations to be
conducted throughout the implementation of the NAP and NHT2 programs. The Joint
Steering Committee (JSC) developed a schedule of five evaluations and appointed the State
Evaluation Committee (SEC) to manage the evaluation processes.

Background
The membership of the State Evaluation Committee was:
•

Member of Joint Steering Committee as Chair

•

State government representative

•

Regional Natural Resource Management Group representative

•

Australian Government representative

•

Three people with evaluation expertise-economic, social/institutional, biophysical and ?

•

Manager of the State M&E team (executive officer).

Completed evaluations
Four evaluations were completed under the agreed schedule, costing approximately
$150 000. Evaluation five was deferred by the Joint Steering Committee. The SEC is in
abeyance until the new NRM program is developed.
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Table 1 State Evaluation Schedule Progress
Suggested subject of
state evaluations

Planned
timing

1. Review of governance
arrangements in the
NRM sector.

February 2006

The delivery of natural resource
management in WA
Stuart Hicks

2006

2. Gap analysis between
regional Investment
Plans and state/
national priorities.

October 2006

Strategic Reserve Gap Analysis
DAFWA

January 2007

3. Community and state
agency capacity to
implement programs.

April 2007

Evaluation of the capability of community
and state and Australian agencies to
implement two NRM programs
Viv Read and Associates and Advanced
Choice Economics

April 2007

4. Accreditation, review
and strategic reserve
processes.

February 2008

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the
Regional Investment Planning, Approval
and Review process
Dr Gaye Mackenzie, URS Australia

31 March 2008

5. Impact of investment
on the natural
resources.

2008

Not completed

Deferred by the
JSC

Actual title and author

Completion date

Key themes across the state evaluations
The key themes of the four completed evaluations have been outlined so that that we can
learn from them in the development of new policies, plans and programs.
Please refer to the original reports for the context and the methodology of each evaluation.
See Appendices 1–4 for the purpose and findings of each evaluation.
Key themes are:
Leadership in NRM is important
•

Strong leadership in NRM is needed. A State NRM Framework/Plan would be a step
towards showing this leadership.

There is a need to define the roles and responsibilities in NRM
•

The roles and responsibilities for NRM (including monitoring and evaluation) need to be
defined and documented clearly.

People are committed to NRM; however, there are capacity issues
•

People are committed and engaged in NRM.

•

There are some issues with capacity within NRM, and limits to building this capacity.

•

There are also some capacity issues in planning that need to be addressed.

Communication is critical to the success of NRM
•

Communication is important and can be improved in NRM.
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NRM structures and processes could be improved
•

Improvements can be made by adjusting the current NRM structure.

•

Assessment criteria for NRM documentation needs to be reviewed to enable state level
assessors to make appropriate funding decisions, and additional time is required to
enable quality decision making.

It is still difficult to measure the impact of NRM investment
•

Measuring the impact of NRM investment is complex and difficult.

Reporting requirements are an issue for Regional NRM Groups
•

Reporting requirements are seen as an issue in the regions and need to be reviewed.

What we learnt from the state evaluation process
•

Evaluation findings will be useful in designing future NRM programs
○

•

This information will be useful in planning new NRM programs and their
associated M&E requirements.

Making improvements based on evaluation takes time and resources
○

It took a long time to make improvements based on evaluation findings as this
was a cross-agency program with national, state and regional stakeholders.

○

It was unclear who was responsible for the implementation of the evaluation
findings and this adversely affected uptake of evaluation recommendations.

○

Not enough time and resources were allocated both during and after each
evaluation to engage decision-makers in the process and ensure implementation
of findings.

•

The State Evaluation Schedule is essential but needs a purpose and audience

o

Four out of five of the evaluations on the Schedule were completed. The Schedule was
effective at ensuring that state-level evaluation was undertaken.

o

The Schedule did not clearly outline the purpose and audience of each listed
evaluation question. The questions were too broad and not specific enough.

o

Key decision-makers were not involved in the development of the evaluation questions
and did not value the information in the final evaluation reports.

•

Resourcing for evaluations needs to be agreed in the planning stage
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o

Applying for funding for each evaluation took considerable time and effort.
Evaluation 5 on the schedule was not funded by the JSC.

o

Three of the evaluations were external as we lacked the resourcing internally.

o

Time given to complete each evaluation was inadequate. Although four
evaluations were completed, the findings were not all actioned.
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Recommendations
In order to maximise value from State evaluations it is important to adequately plan for and
resource the State Evaluation Schedule and to engage key decision-makers and audiences
in this process. It is important to also consider ways of maximising improvement as a result
of evaluation findings.
A new State NRM Plan is in development and there will be an accompanying monitoring,
evaluation and reporting plan that will include the new State evaluation requirements.
Recommendations of this report are in Table 2.
Table 2 Recommendations
Finding

Recommendation

Justification

Evaluation findings and common
themes will be useful in planning
new monitoring and evaluation
requirements.

1. That the evaluation findings and
common themes be considered in
the development of future NRM
programs and associated
evaluation requirements.

Considering the findings of the four
completed evaluations will build on
the strengths and reduce the
weaknesses in future NRM
programs.

Making improvements based on
evaluation findings takes time
and resources.

2. When planning for future
evaluations, consideration needs
to be made for the time and
resources for improvement, the
process of managing the
evaluation (and engaging with key
decision makers/audiences) and
implementing the
recommendations after the
evaluation.

If improvement is part of the
purpose of the evaluation, time
and resources need to be
allocated to run a participatory
process and continue momentum
after the report is completed.

The State Evaluation Schedule
is essential but needs a clear
purpose and audience.

3. A State Evaluation Schedule
needs to be developed in
consultation with key decisionmakers/ audiences and to include
for each evaluation:
- a clear purpose
- a clear audience
- clear Key Evaluation
Questions.

Planning is crucial for the success
of the State evaluations. Well
defined and planned evaluation
questions will guide the evaluation
process.
Involvement of the key decisionmakers/audiences at this stage will
help engage them from the start

Resourcing for evaluations was
not adequate and was not
defined during the planning
stages of the evaluation
schedule.

4. Adequate resourcing for each
evaluation needs to be agreed in
the development of the State
Evaluation Schedule.

Agreed resourcing in the planning
stage will enable evaluation to be
high quality. Resourcing internal
evaluations will build skills.
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Attachment 1 State Evaluation 1
Purpose
This purpose of State Evaluation 1 is documented in the ‘Terms of reference’ below. These
have been extracted from the executive summary of the final report for State Evaluation 1,
‘The delivery of NRM in WA’ by Stuart Hicks published by DAFWA in 2006.
Terms of reference
In excess of $300 million of State and Commonwealth funds will be invested in NRM in
Western Australia over the next three years. Under bilateral agreements with the
Commonwealth, this funding is invested in regional strategies developed by six regional
natural resource management groups which have been designated to represent the
community.
In light of this, the consultant was asked to review the current NRM regional delivery
arrangements and recommend to government on:
1.

The development of a recommended overarching governance framework and
structures for regional delivery of NRM in Western Australia which will:
•
represent the full range of regional NRM stakeholders and is seen as legitimate
by those stakeholders and the broader community;
•

incorporate democratic principles in the selection of representatives and in
processes for community and stakeholder consultation;

•

operate under governance and accountability practices which are considered
best practice and meet the standards set for state government agencies;

•

have the capacity to identify the NRM priorities for the region, implement policy
and manage programs to achieve appropriate outcomes in an efficient and
effective manner; and

•

protect the state’s constitutional responsibility for managing land, water and the
environment.

2.

The changes required by regional NRM groups (recognising they are at different stages
of development and that governance arrangements should reflect the particular social
and cultural characteristics of the region) to move to the recommended timeframe.

3.

An appropriate structure for the provision of high level NRM policy and strategic advice
from the community to government.

4.

A pathway and timeframe for the development of the above overarching governance
framework and structures.

In preparing the report, the consultant was asked to review organisational and governance
frameworks in other states, consult with the Chairs of the existing regional NRM groups, the
NRM Council, WALGA, WA Farmers and PGA, the Conservation Council of WA and other
relevant environment nongovernment organisations, relevant state government agencies and
other appropriate stakeholders.

Key findings
Key findings from the State Evaluation 1 can be found in Table 3 on the next page.
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Table 3 Findings of State Evaluation 1

EVALUATION 1
THE DELIVERY OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA
FINAL REPORT — STUART HICKS, DAFWA COMMISSIONED, 2006
Key findings/recommendations

Page
reference

Responsibility/timing

1.

Leadership is an imperative for good NRM
management, within Government, its agencies and
the community. Government and agencies should
recognise and promote efforts to foster and back
strong leadership.

26

Government and NRM agencies.
Ongoing.

2.

This is not the time to entirely re-invent Western
Australia’s NRM institutional structures. Yet the
NRM institutional arrangements are in need of
being clarified, simply re-stated and refocussed.

27

Endorsement by Cabinet decision.
Immediate.

3.

Based on the recommendations of this Review, the
Framework for NRM in Western Australia should
be finalised, endorsed by Cabinet, and published
at the earliest possible date.

28

Endorsement by Cabinet decision.
Immediate.

4.

The body of existing Western Australian legislation
with relevance to NRM is large and diverse. Before
any new legislation is considered, it is necessary to
assess what exists already, its effectiveness in the
light of a clarified and agreed Framework and a
state NRM Plan. Concomitant with the
recommended work on a state NRM Plan (below)
there should be a Review of legislative
arrangements to identify and recommend on any
major gaps or inconsistencies.

35

Endorsement by Cabinet decision,
with responsibility for the Review
allocated to Ministerial NRM
Committee and CONRACE.
September 2006.

5.

A draft state NRM Plan should be commenced
forthwith. It should be prepared by a newly
established Council of NRM Chief Executives (see
below). It should be consultatively developed with
the community, the Regional Groups, Local and
Commonwealth governments.

38

Endorsement by Cabinet decision,
with responsibility for the draft state
NRM Plan allocated to CONRACE,
under Ministerial NRM Committee
supervision.
September 2006.

6.

The draft NRM Plan should address the key
concerns and characteristics outlined in this
Review.

39

CONRACE, under Ministerial NRM
Committee supervision.
September 2006.

7.

In support of the clarified NRM objectives and
plans, the Department of Planning and
Infrastructure and the Western Australian Planning
Commission should be active participants within
the established NRM Framework, as proposed in
this Review.

43

Endorsement by Cabinet decision,
supported by the Minister for
Planning and Infrastructure and DPI
and WAPC.
Immediate.

8.

As NRM structures are developed in the future,
they should to the highest practical degree reflect a
convergence towards a consistent and agreed
definition of what constitutes a ‘region’ within the
various portfolios and agencies.

44

Ongoing.

9.

Regional NRM Groups and Local Government
should explore opportunities for more cooperative
approaches to NRM at regional and local levels.
Regional Groups and Local Government should
identify synergies and opportunities that exist
within their respective planning and delivery
frameworks.

45

Regional Groups and Local
Government.
Ongoing.
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Table 3 continued …..

EVALUATION 1
THE DELIVERY OF NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA
FINAL REPORT — STUART HICKS, DAFWA COMMISSIONED, 2006
Key findings/recommendations

Page
reference

Responsibility/timing

10.

In consultation with Regional Groups and WALGA,
the draft state NRM Plan should address means by
which the capacity of project officers and their
managers is raised to enable the strategic delivery
of the NRM Plan.

46

CONRACE, under Ministerial NRM
Committee supervision.
September 2006.

11.

Agency responsibility for policy and regulation on
drainage matters should be clarified, and a
structure instituted to ensure that this
accountability is resourced and carried out.

47

Cabinet decision.
ASAP.

12.

The establishment of a state Indigenous Natural
Resource Management Committee should be
investigated. Such a Committee, if it were deemed
appropriate, would need to be fully integrated
within the structures of the overall NRM
Framework.

49

CONRACE, under Ministerial NRM
Committee supervision.
August 2006.

13.

A Ministerial NRM Committee to lead and coordinate NRM policy in the state should comprise
the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry, the
Minister for Environment, the Minister for Water
Resources and the Minister for Planning and
Infrastructure.

51

Endorsement by Cabinet decision.
Immediate.

14.

A Council of Natural Resources Agency Chief
Executives (‘CONRACE’) should be formed. This
Council would assume collective responsibility for
developing and serving the state’s NRM framework
and planning needs, as set out in this Review,
under the direction of the Ministerial NRM
Committee.

55

Ministerial NRM Committee,
following Cabinet endorsement.
Immediate.

15.

The Western Australian NRM Council should be
revamped in accordance with the Framework
proposed in this Review.

61

Ministerial NRM Committee,
following Cabinet endorsement.
June 2006.

16.

The Office of NRM should be reconstituted in order
better to fit and serve its functions as identified in
this Report. While not requiring more resources
than are represented in its current FTE
complement, the Office will require a balance of
technical and strategic skills.

65

Not documented in report.

17.

NRM Regional Groups will not benefit at this time
from a wholesale restructure or re-arrangement.
They are working to evolve and mature within the
existing guidelines and the state will do well to
encourage and facilitate that work.

69

Not documented in report.

18.

The accreditation, approval and monitoring powers
and responsibilities imposed within the terms of the
Bilaterals—if consistently applied and
administered—are sufficient to ensure that
Regional Groups comply with their responsibilities.

70

Not documented in report.
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Table 3 continued …..

EVALUATION 1
THE DELIVERY OF NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA
FINAL REPORT — STUART HICKS, DAFWA COMMISSIONED, 2006
Key findings/recommendations

Page
reference

Responsibility/timing

19.

The Commonwealth Government, like Local
Government, has a significant and continuing role
to play in NRM. The best protection for what can
be viewed as the state’s constitutional
responsibility for managing land, water and the
environment is for the state to promulgate and
pursue clear and coordinated NRM frameworks
and plans as proposed in this Review.

71

Not documented in report.

20.

Regional NRM Groups are the custodians of their
own legitimacy within their own communities. The
Groups’ constitutions, communications and
behaviour must carry the assurance of the highest
level of partnership and inclusiveness among those
communities. This criterion reasonably lies among
the measures of their performance.

74

Not documented in report.

21.

The perceived legitimacy of Regional Groups
within their respective communities depends to
large measure on their ability to maintain strong,
two-way, face-to-face dialogue with their
communities. Any hint of exclusivity, bias or
secretiveness can undermine the work and
reputation of the Groups, and they should continue
to develop and apply rigorous communications
plans.

74

Regional Groups.
Ongoing.

22.

Guided by appropriate legal advice, the Regional
Groups’ constitutions should be amended in order
to maximise the continued involvement of state
agency representatives in the affairs of the Groups
whilst removing them from deliberative, governing
or decision-making roles within the Groups.

76

Regional Chairs’ Coordinating
Group, in consultation with
CONRACE.
ASAP.

23.

The state NRM Plan should give special attention
to the capacity-building needs of the Regional
Groups, the nature of future roles that they might
be asked to play, and future funding sources. This
will need to dovetail with the work currently under
way at the Commonwealth level, looking beyond
the expiry of the current Bilaterals.

76

CONRACE, under Ministerial NRM
Committee supervision.
September 2006.

24.

The recommendations of this Review should be
submitted to Cabinet for endorsement, and the
Review should be published immediately
thereafter.

77

Minister for Agriculture, in
consultation with other NRM
Ministers.
Immediate.
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Attachment 2 State Evaluation 2
Purpose
This purpose of State Evaluation 2 is documented in the ‘Background’ section below. This
was extracted from the final report for State Evaluation 2, ‘Strategic reserve gap analysis’ by
DAFWA in 2007.
Background
The Joint Steering Committee commented on the 23rd February 2006 that the proposed
Strategic Reserve projects were difficult to prioritise as the methodology for the gap analysis
process had not been outlined.
The Joint Steering Committee requested that the process used to identify gaps in investment
in natural resource management (NRM) between government (state and Australian) NRM
policies and regional NRM strategies and investment plans be presented in a formal report.
The purpose of this report was to document the Strategic Reserve Gap Analysis Process
undertaken by the State Fast and Efficient Panel and the Australian Government Natural
Resource Management Facilitators.

Key findings
Key findings of the evaluation can be found in Table 4 below.
Table 4 Findings of State Evaluation 2

EVALUATION 2
STRATEGIC RESERVE GAP ANALYSIS FINAL REPORT
DAFWA, JANUARY 2007
Key findings/recommendations
This report documents the methodology used to identify
and fund gaps in National, state and Regional priorities
using the Strategic reserve fund.
This was not strictly an evaluation, so no findings were
generated. A number of projects were funded as a result
of the gap analysis process.
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Page
reference

Responsibility/timing
Not documented in report.
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Attachment 3 State Evaluation 3
Purpose
This is an extract from the final report for State Evaluation 3, ’Evaluation of the capability of
Community and state and Australian agencies to implement two natural resource
management programs’ by Viv Read and Associates and Advanced Choice Economics Pty
Ltd published by DAFWA in 2007.
Background
The aim of the project was to evaluate the capability of Australian and state government
agencies and community to implement the NAP and NHT2 programs in Western Australia.
The six evaluation objectives are as follows:
Objective 1:

Assess the current capability of community-based regional NRM Groups to
undertake strategic investment planning, evaluation and review processes for
delivery of sustainable resource condition outcomes.

Objective 2:

Assess the current capability of community-based regional NRM Groups and
their partner organisations (including agencies) to implement the actions of
regional strategic and investment plans.

Objective 3:

Assess the current capability of government agencies to support regional
NRM Groups to achieve the NRM outcomes expected from the NAP and
NHT2.

Objective 4:

Assess the current combined capability of community and government
agencies to deliver the expected outcomes of NAP and NHT2 through regional
planning and investment processes.

Objective 5:

Identify key success factors of current community and agency capability that
are to be maintained or enhanced for further investment in regional NRM; and

Objective 6:

Recommend on the additional community and agency capability that may be
required for effective delivery of NRM outcomes through the current and future
investment initiatives.

The evaluation was completed over a 12-week period from mid-December 2006 to midMarch 2007. It was undertaken by questionnaire and semi-structured interview processes
with people actively involved in natural resource management in WA, including some
specifically involved in three regional case studies (the Rangelands, South West and Avon
regions). A total of 49 people were formally interviewed, of which 28 returned questionnaires
for analysis.
The evaluation was based on interpretation of the information provided and the opinions
expressed by those that were interviewed. The evaluation was not an inventory or audit of
regional NRM capacity. Instead, this evaluation was based largely on subjective assessment
derived from informed opinion expressed by those involved. This approach enables
significant strengths and deficiencies to be identified based on the frequency of comments
made about an issue and the validity of the comments.

Key findings
Key findings of the evaluation can be found in Table 5 on the next page.
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Table 5 Findings of State Evaluation 3

EVALUATION 3
EVALUATION OF THE CAPABILITY OF COMMUNITY AND STATE AND AUSTRALIAN
AGENCIES TO IMPLEMENT TWO NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS,
EVALUATION KEY FINDINGS REPORT
VIV READ and ASSOCIATES AND ADVANCED CHOICE ECONOMICS PTY LTD,
DAFWA COMMISSION APRIL 2007
Key findings/recommendations

Page
reference

Responsibility/timing

Key finding 1: Initial under-estimation of capacity to
deliver NAP and NHT2.

8

Observation only, no action
required.

Key finding 2: Capacity of government and community
to deliver NAP and NHT2 has substantially improved.

8

Not documented in report.

Key finding 3: Capacity deficiencies in regional strategy
and investment planning and implementation remain and
need to be addressed.

10

Most regional NRM groups are
addressing these issues already.
See discussion point 1 below for
suggested action.

Key finding 4: Limitations to regional capacity growth
need to be recognised.

14

Not documented in report.

Key finding 5: There are some deficiencies in
information and knowledge availability.

15

Not documented in report.

Key finding 6: There is a need to simplify and
standardise reporting requirements.

15

Not documented in report.

Key finding 7: Engagement and support from the
regional offices of the state government agencies has
been strong but is at risk of deteriorating.

16

Not documented in report.

Key finding 8: There is a need for stronger leadership to
provide effective investment in NRM through the regional
delivery model.

18

Not documented in report.

Key finding 9: The capacity of Australian Government
employed Coordinators could be more effective through
revision of their current roles.

20

Not documented in report.

Key finding 10: There is currently limited capacity to
measure the impact that the investment is having on
targeted resource condition outcomes.

21

Not documented in report.
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Attachment 4 State Evaluation 4
Purpose
This is an extract from the final report for State Evaluation 4, ‘Evaluation of the effectiveness
of the Regional Investment Planning, Approval and Review Processes’ by
Dr Gaye Mackenzie, URS Australia Pty Ltd published by DAFWA in March 2008.
Background
In 2002 the Commonwealth and state governments signed a Bilateral Agreement to extend
the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT2) under a framework agreed by the National Natural
Resource Management Ministerial Council. This agreement addressed three broad aims,
namely: biodiversity conservation, sustainable use of natural resources and community
capacity building and institutional change. In the following year a second Bilateral Agreement
was signed to implement an intergovernmental Agreement on a National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality (NAP). Both of these agreements focussed on the regional
identification and delivery of NRM outcomes through a regional delivery model (Hicks 2006).
By the end of 2005 a Regional NRM Strategy had been developed and accredited for each of
the six regions within Western Australia. These Strategies provided the framework for the
investments within each region which were detailed in Investment Plans (IPs). In 2006 a
comprehensive review of the delivery of Natural Resource Management in Western Australia
was conducted by Stuart Hicks (Hicks 2006). This review provided 24 recommendations
including a key recommendation that a state Strategy be developed to clarify Western
Australia’s NRM priorities and framework. This state NRM strategy is currently being
developed.
A key aim of the NRM strategy is to achieve good NRM outcomes through targeted
investment and is based on the overarching investment principle of maximising return on
investment. For this to occur, the roles and processes involved in investment planning,
review and approval need to be clearly defined and effectively implemented. This evaluation
is important because it has the potential to provide evidence of strengths and weaknesses in
current processes to be used to inform policy development in this area.
Objective of evaluation
The main purpose of this evaluation was to:
•

provide input into the design of future NRM programs funded through Australian, state
and local investments; and

•

provide evidence to support adjustments to the current processes within the limits of
current programs.

In the Evaluation Plan accepted by the State Evaluation Committee on 30 November 2007
the key question to be addressed in this evaluation was articulated as:
‘To what extent are the regional investment planning and state’s guideline, review and
approval processes effective in contributing to long-term resource condition improvements as
defined by progress toward delivering agreed intermediate outcomes.’

Key findings
Key findings of the evaluation can be found in Table 6 below.
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Table 6 Findings of State Evaluation 4

EVALUATION 4
EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REGIONAL INVESTMENT PLANNING,
APPROVAL AND REVIEW PROCESS
FINAL REPORT
DR GAYE MACKENZIE, URS AUSTRALIA PTY LTD, DAFWA COMMISSIONED,
31 MARCH 2008
Key findings/recommendations

Page
reference

Foundational issue
1. The absence of a Western Australian Natural
Resource Management (NRM) Plan.

2

Foundational issue
2. A lack of clarity and consensus regarding the
Regional Delivery Model.

2

Overarching issue
A need for more clarity across all levels.

5-1
Not documented in report.

RECOMMENDATION 1:
Sufficient time is allowed in the development of the whole
process and subsequent documentation (e.g. guidelines
and terms of reference) to ensure they are subjected to
adequate feedback and review before use in guidance
and assessment.
Overarching issue
A need for more clarity across all levels.

5-1
Not documented in report.

RECOMMENDATION 2:
Documentation should be reviewed and edited by
individuals outside of the state NRM governance to
ensure that they are easily interpreted by those with
limited knowledge of the NRM process.
Overarching issue
One of the key difficulties in the review process as
reported by those interviewed was the ten criteria that
were developed to assess the Investment Plans.

5-2

Not documented in report.

RECOMMENDATION 3:
Ensure that all elements of the approval review process
are subject to an ongoing evaluation process to allow
feedback and adaptation where necessary. An evaluation
framework should be designed during the development of
the process to ensure that this is incorporated.
Overarching issue
Consistency between agencies.
RECOMMENDATION 4:
Research is conducted to gain a better understanding of
the ‘metro vs regional’ issue as it pertains to the
development and review of Investment Plans with a view
to working with agencies to improve consistency of
assessment.
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Responsibility/timing

5-2
Not documented in report.
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Table 6 continued…

EVALUATION 4
EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REGIONAL INVESTMENT PLANNING,
APPROVAL AND REVIEW PROCESS
FINAL REPORT
DR GAYE MACKENZIE, URS AUSTRALIA PTY LTD, DAFWA COMMISSIONED,
31 MARCH 2008
Key findings/recommendations
Overarching issue
Time.
At the F&E panel and SIC level, a key issue raised by all
of the interviewees was that of time provision.

Page
reference
5-2

Not documented in report.

RECOMMENDATION 5:
Sufficient time is allowed to ensure adequate review of
the Investment Plans in the first stages (i.e. currently F&E
and SIC). Note: Allowing more time will only be beneficial
if there are improvements in the other areas identified in
this report.
Overarching issue
Communication and transparency.
Communication throughout the stages of the process
appears to have been less than ideal.

5-3

Not documented in report.

RECOMMENDATION 6:
A communication strategy is developed at the same time
as the process is developed to ensure that
communication between each step of the process (both
in terms of feeding back and up) is seen as a
requirement.
Overarching issue
Passionate and tired people.
One of the key assets identified in the IP process was the
passionate people that are involved. These people often
appear to give above and beyond what is required
because ‘they want to make a difference’ and have stuck
with the process in spite of the frustrations and difficulties
they kept coming across. A lack of recognition of the
commitment required at different points of the process
and very tight timelines appear to have resulted in a
growing weariness in some members of the committees.

Responsibility/timing

5-3
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Executive summary
This sub-report of the State M&E Implementation Plan Review aimed to identify the strengths
and weaknesses of the previous resource condition (?) monitoring and evaluation system. The
recommendations will help guide improvements to future natural resource management
programs.
Resource Condition Monitoring (RCM) of the state and trend of our natural resources is
essential to provide us with information to manage our natural assets for the future. Resource
Condition Monitoring is the joint responsibility of state agencies involved in Natural Resource
Management (NRM).
This report focuses on the eight funded RCM projects. In addition to current state agency
spending in resource condition monitoring, these eight projects were funded under NAP and
NHT2 to fill gaps in the state monitoring network.
This report provides an update on the progress of the eight RCM projects, what we have learnt
from this process and a recommendation on the next step for cross-agency resource condition
monitoring in WA.
The main questions answered by this review are:
1.

How has RCM progressed in WA?

2.

What is the next step for improving RCM in WA?

This review found that Resource Condition Monitoring has progressed in WA and state agency
technical experts have been engaged in improving RCM in WA. It also found that eight projects
worth $10 million have been funded to progress RCM in WA, however these projects have
experienced delays to contracting and funding and thus their progress.
This review recommends that a RCM plan needs to be developed to further increase the
coordination of RCM activities and ensure continued funding for the state Resource Condition
Monitoring network.
This report summarises the progress of the RCM projects up to February 2009. A final report
has since been prepared for the RCM projects (April 2010). This is available on the DAFWA
external website.
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Introduction
Resource Condition Monitoring is an integral part of state-wide monitoring and evaluation. It is
important to not only monitor how we manage our natural resources but also the effect that this
has on the natural resources themselves.
Resource Condition Monitoring takes a long time to plan and implement. The time required to
understand what is happening in the environment can range from 5–20 years. In each field
technical scientists are required to measure, analyse and report data in a way that is easily
understood by decision makers and the community.
Resource Condition Monitoring is a complex topic. However, progress has been made in
improving the Western Australian monitoring network, which is discussed in this report.
Diagram 1 State M&E Implementation Plan Review sub-report 2 in context

Evaluation
Sub-report 1

Resource Condition
Monitoring
Sub-report 2

Output Reporting Stakeholder Survey
Sub-report 3
Sub-report 4

Background
In addition to current state agency spending in resource condition monitoring (RCM),
eight projects were funded under the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP)
and Natural Heritage Trust 2 (NHT2).
Initial development of these projects was the role of the state NAP/NHT2 Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E) Coordination Project in liaison with the WA Monitoring and Evaluation
Committee and agency experts in the field of monitoring.
The RCM projects were initialised in March and September 2005 working with the Regional
NRM Groups, the Lead Persons Group and other science leaders to provide the analysis for
each national resource condition indicator. These indicators were to be developed at a national
level to give consistency of reporting across the states. The projects were approved in 2007.

Progress of the RCM projects
In general the projects are progressing well. There are many commonalities between all these
projects:
•

Establishment of standard operating procedures and monitoring protocols

•

Development or use of databases which are open and shared

•

Development of information products for reporting change at all levels, and for all levels
of scientific understanding
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•

Cooperation on interagency, interstate and national levels

•

Establishment of baseline datasets which can be extrapolated

•

Establishment of standard monitoring sites which can be multiplied.

This established a very sound foundation on which to build the state-wide monitoring program
and to identify any gaps that may need to be investigated. However the uncertainty in future
funding could adversely affect the progress made to date in RCM.
A summary of the progress of the RCM projects up to February 2009 is provided in Table 1. A
final report has since been prepared for the RCM projects (April 2010).
Attachments 1−8 provide more detail on the progress of each project up to February 2009.
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Table 1 Summary of progress of RCM projects as at February 2009
RCM
projects

Project
dates

Funding

Lead person/
project
manager

Progress

DAFWA
Land salinity

Jan. 07–30
Sep. 09

$3 220 000

Neil Coles
Richard Wheater

Drilling program has been completed (433 bores
drilled).
Surface water monitoring equipment installed.
Draft Standard Operating Procedures and
Monitoring Protocols have been prepared.

DEC
Significant
native
species and
ecological
communities

Jan. 08–31
Dec. 09

$1 916 600

Ken Atkins
Sophie Moller

Redevelopment of current TEC/PEC databases
commenced.
Drafted 66 standard operating procedures and
15 monitoring protocols which are now in the
approval process.

DAFWA
Soil
condition

Dec. 07–31
Dec. 09

$688 000

Jim Dixon

Wind erosion transects have been established
and are being sampled on a regular basis.
Draft report of early field results has been
prepared and the results are being used to fine
tune the technique.
Arrangements have been made with the
Chemistry Centre WA and CSIRO to analyse
soil samples for pH and organic carbon.

DoW
Estuarine
monitoring

Oct. 07–30
Sep. 09

$814 000

Malcolm Robb

Sediment survey commenced in the Hardy Inlet,
Vasse-Wonnerup and the upper Swan Estuary.
Macrophyte survey in the Harvey Inlet
commenced.
Acoustic mapping of seagrass in the SwanCanning Estuary commenced.

DEC
Native
vegetation
integrity

Sep. 07–30
Dec. 09

Ken Wallace
Marc Wohling

This project has been delayed due to staff
turnover.
Literature review being undertaken by DAFWA.
A new database is being developed as a central
hub for all DEC condition monitoring data.
Project extended until June 2009.

DAFWA
Ecologically
significant
invasive
species

Dec. 07–30
Oct. 09

$296 000

Damian Collopy
Will de Milliano

Regional Workshops completed.
Weed distribution and abundance protocols
have been developed from DEC protocols.
Rabbits have been used as the example of
invasive species. Historical data and 12
additional sites have been used in the analysis.
Standard protocols have been developed.

DoW
Inland
aquatic
monitoring

Jan. 08–30
Sep. 09

$2 000 000

Malcolm Robb
Steven Fisher

Nutrient monitoring program round one has
been implemented and round two has
commenced.
For the inland aquatic habitat integrity, the
fieldwork has been completed and drafted
monitoring protocols and standard operating
procedures have been circulated for internal
review.

DoF
Coastal and
marine
monitoring

Jul. 08–30
Sep. 09

Roy MelvilleSmith
Justin McDonald

Work has commenced on writing a strategic
framework and protocols for long-term
monitoring.
They are utilising information from remote
sensing and historical datasets in their analysis.
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What we learnt from RCM in WA
•

RCM has progressed in WA but needs increased coordination and long-term funding.

•

State agency technical experts have been engaged in improving RCM in WA.

•

Eight projects worth $10 million have been funded to progress RCM in WA.

•

Delays to contracting and funding these RCM projects delayed their progress.

•

RCM provides information for long-term management of our natural resources if funding
is maintained for long enough to collect the required data.

•

RCM in WA would benefit from increased cross-agency coordination and long term
funding arrangements to reduce uncertainty for RCM in the future.

Recommendation
The aim of investment in Natural Resource Management is to improve or maintain the
resource condition. Resource Condition Monitoring provides us with information about the
state and trends in our natural resources.
As natural resource changes occur over a long time, RCM is a long-term commitment and
requires a commitment to on-going funding.
The RCM Projects are progressing well and are improving WA’s resource condition monitoring
network. The next step is to take a long-term approach to RCM in WA.
Table 2 Recommendation
Finding
RCM has progressed in WA but
needs increased coordination and
long-term funding.

Recommendation
1. A RCM plan needs to be
developed that coordinates
RCM in WA.

Justification
A plan will build on our existing
knowledge and experience and
ensure that cross-agency longterm RCM continues to be
supported and coordinated in WA.
A plan will also assist with defining
the long-term vision of RCM and
ensuring for long-term funding to
gain information from the RCM
system.
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Attachment 1 Land salinity RCM update as at February 2009
Project title:

Land salinity RCM Gaps Project

State ID no:

053017

Funding total:

$3 220 000

State agency:

Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia (DAFWA)

Project manager:

Richard Wheater

Period:

January 2007 to September 2009

Matters for target:

Land salinity
(20%)
Surface water salinity (80%)

richard.wheater@agric.wa.gov.au 9368 3212

Project outcomes
•

To enhance land salinity surveillance monitoring by establishing monitoring bores in
catchments missed or under represented in the SALTWATCH monitoring bore program
and provide initial datasets.

•

To establish spatially distributed surface water flow monitoring sites in each of the
agricultural NRM regions and provide initial monitoring datasets.

•

To develop standard operating procedures and monitoring protocols to a nationally
acceptable standard.

Objectives
To enhance the land salinity surveillance monitoring network to provide spatially distributed
quality data on groundwater levels and surface water flows in the dryland agricultural area of
south-western Australia. These data will assist to inform regional, state and national level
natural resource decision makers about the resource condition in relation to land salinity. The
project will establish the baseline datasets for inputs into resource condition assessments to
track the extent and trends of salinity hazards and risks. The project will assist regional, state
and national assessments of land salinity status, impacts and trends enabling a strategic
approach to future investments in land use changes to minimise salinity risks in the NRM
Regions. The current groundwater monitoring network will also be complemented with run-off
gauging in key wheatbelt catchments to assist with evaluating and setting catchment scale
water-balance targets.

Key investment areas
•

Design and install appropriate groundwater monitoring infrastructure.

•

Establish rainfall and run-off gauging in key dryland agricultural catchments.

•

Data collection, storage and communication.

•

Data interpretation, evaluation, reporting and management.

Additional funding request
A further $420 000 was awarded to this project for the purpose of installing electronic sensors
in selected bores in the enlarged SALTWATCH network, some fitted with radio links,. Some
surface water sites will also be similarly and appropriately equipped.
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Attachment 1 continued…
The funding was principally for the purchase of the necessary hardware, but enabled the
program to continue with both automatic and manual monitoring until September 2009. This
was particularly important to provide a further winter rainfall data for the surface water
catchments.

Investment milestones
All the 15 milestones, with the exception of the final report, have been completed and the
objectives and outcomes achieved.
The extension to the project now has an additional 10 milestones to deliver (see below).

The future
Surface water
The incidence of across-ground flows only occurs when rainfall intensity exceeds the soils
capacity to absorb the rain. Numerous small incidents may result in a good total, but no stream
flow being recorded. This means that the data is more irregular and possibly of less intrinsic
value. Also the flows are very episodic, so manual monitoring is irregular and inaccurate. A
more satisfactory system of mechanical monitoring needs to be arrived at. Such expensive
equipment (at up to $1,500 per location) is currently being installed in selected surface water
monitoring sites. This will result in all flows being measured qualitatively and quantitatively and
recorded by telemetry.
Groundwater
The monitoring bores drilled in this project compliment those already constructed in the
SALTWATCH program. This now provides a total of some 1400 bores across the wheatbelt.
The manual monitoring of all these bores is an expensive and time-consuming activity which is
not sustainable. It is now proposed that these be prioritised and monitoring conducted on those
that are representative of high-risk, high-value catchments on at least a quarterly basis.
Catchments with a lower priority will be monitored at an interval commensurate with their
priority. Down-the-hole loggers and telemetry equipment will be fitted to as many of the bores
in high-risk catchments as is affordable. This will enable a cost-benefit analysis to be
conducted to determine if they are cost-effective.

Database and data access
All the data is placed on the Department of Water HYDSTRA database following quality
assurance and also delivered to the Bureau of Meteorology as required by the Australian
Government.
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Attachment 2 Significant native species & ecological communities RCM update
as at February 2009
Project title:

RCM: Significant native species and ecological communities

State ID no:

063009

Funding total:

$1 916 600

State agency:

Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC)

Project manager:

Sophie Moller

Period:

December 2007 to 30 October 2009

Matters for target:

Significant native species

sophie.moller@dec.wa.gov.au

9334 0390

(100%)

Project outcomes
To achieve as much commonality as possible for biodiversity monitoring across the State
amongst all those collecting data, improving biodiversity monitoring and the collection, storage
and availability of data.
Using threatened or priority species as indicator species for NRM projects, particularly where
management actions may affect such species and ecological communities. This saves
additional monitoring.
Increasing the quantity of data held by incorporating old records and data from other
databases, and by making on-line submission of data possible from any individual.
Develop standard operating procedures (SOPs) and monitoring protocols and provide data
that can be used to report against targets in regional plans and strategies.

Objectives
•

Although the focus is significant native species and ecological communities, there will be
benefits in improving overall biodiversity monitoring and the collection and storage of
data if the broad principles are adopted. Improve the availability of data on significant
species and ecological communities (SSEC).

•

Threatened or priority species and ecological communities require monitoring in their
own right, but can be used as indicator species for NRM projects. This is of particular
relevance when management actions might affect SSEC.

•

The collation of data on SSEC has been a key objective of the Species and Communities
Branch within DEC. Records from a wide variety of sources including NRM professionals
and wildlife enthusiasts has been difficult to collate due to the absence of the technology
to support the transfer of the data electronically into existing DEC databases. Increase
the quantity of data held by data entry and make online submission possible.

•

Comparison and interpretation of the data has been hampered by the lack of structured
monitoring and standardised protocols to collect the monitoring data. Existing databases
may not have the capacity to store the additional information such as threats and
conditions. Structured monitoring programs to deliver data for interpretation at a
landscape or state level are not currently available. Improving existing monitoring efforts
by standardising the monitoring protocols and provide data that can be used to report
against targets in regional plans and strategies.

Note – some of the above outcomes/objectives aren’t really stated as outcomes/objectives.
Probably nothing you can do as these are what was stated in project docs?
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Attachment 2 continued…
Activities to be delivered: $1 766 600
Data entry: $475 000. Increase the amount of baseline data for SSEC in government
databases that will be available to assist in resource identification and RCM.
Monitoring protocols: $786 000. Develop standardised protocols for SSEC so that
monitoring data can be collated and evaluated at local, state or national levels.
Database modification: $340 000. Undertake reviews of the various DEC flora and
fauna databases to improve their functionality to include higher level population
information, particularly on threats and habitat, as well as web access, GIS capability for
area based monitoring and trend analysis.
Training: $165 000. Develop training packages to assist the development and
implementation of monitoring programs for SSEC. These will build the capacity of all
involved to undertake monitoring as well as the collection, storage and management of
the data.
Additional funding requested
An additional funding application under the NHT2 and NAP Single Holding Account
Interest Proposal was submitted for an extension to this project entitled ‘Development of
a Recovery Actions toolkit.’ The funds requested were as follows:
Scoping document
Functional requirements
Construct and deploy
Recovery actions database
Associated training
Total

December 2008
December 2008

$ 30 000
$ 50 000

July 2009

$150 000
$ 20 000
$250 000

Progress to date
•

Drafted 66 SOPs and 15 monitoring protocols which are now going through the approval
process including the Animal Ethics Committee. All will go on the DEC website when
approved, which will enhance their adoption state-wide.

•

Fauna monitoring training courses will be held at the same location as previous courses,
as well as continuing with the ‘Western Shield’ long-term monitoring sites.

•

Flora monitoring training will be run at a variety of sites that are not long-term.

•

Working with community groups to establish baseline monitoring sites for a range of
adaptive management projects.

•

The Threatened and Priority Flora database is being redeveloped with some 22,000
entries to date. The database has compatible data but no common platform. This is
needed so that databases can be aggregated for interrogation and analysis of the
information.

•

‘Naturemap’ on the web is being developed and is proving very popular.

•

Threatened or priority species and ecological communities require monitoring in their
own right but data can be used as indicator species.

•

Need to increase the quantity of data held by making online data submission possible.
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Attachment 3 Soils RCM update as at February 2009
Project title:

Soil condition monitoring across the South West of WA

State ID no:

063010

Funding total:

$688 000

State agency:

Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia (DAFWA)

Project manager:

Jim Dixon

Period:

December 2007 to 31 December 2009

Matters for target:

Soil condition (100%)

jim.dixon@agric.wa.gov.au

9368 3368

Project outcomes
•

To establish the baseline soil condition in the agricultural SW of WA with respect to soil
organic carbon, pH, wind erosion and water erosion.

•

Establish representative locations for pH and soil carbon monitoring and permanent
transects for wind and water erosion.

•

Baseline data for all four indicators, using monitoring protocols developed by National
Land and Water Resources Audit (NLWRA), will be recorded on the enhanced WA state
soils database and shared with the national soils database (ASRIS).

Objectives
The project will establish the baseline soil condition in the agricultural south west of WA with
respect to soil organic carbon (SOC), pH, wind erosion and water erosion.
A GIS analysis based on soils, climate and land use will establish approximately seven
representative catchments for pH and SOC monitoring. The same approach will be used to
establish permanent transects for wind and water erosion.
The existing WA state soils database will be enhanced to receive time series information and
these enhancements will be offered to the national soils database known as ASRIS.
Baseline sampling for all four indicators (at time zero, T0) will use the monitoring protocols
recently developed by the National Land and Water Resources Audit.

Key investment areas
•

Develop the soil condition monitoring methods including documentation.

•

Develop standard interpretation, analysis and reporting products on soil condition.

•

Ensure that quality assured monitoring data is managed in a centralised database and
made available to all users.

•

Conduct baseline assessments of soil condition across six catchments as identified in
the Soil Condition Project RCM Plan.

•

Establish a permanent infrastructure for soil condition monitoring.
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Attachment 3 continued…
Progress to date
•

All wind erosion transects have been established and are now being sampled on a
regular basis. DAFWA is providing the field support staff. A media release has been
circulated.

•

A draft report of the early field results has been prepared and this highlighted the need
for fine tuning in the technique, particularly the reporting.

•

The data is now sufficient to be assessed by a geostatistician to determine the adequacy
or otherwise of sampling density.

•

A hydraulic modeller is assessing ‘SedNet’ for its suitability to WA conditions. This will
include the steps required for it to become operational.

•

The ‘RothC’ soil carbon model from the UK has been evaluated and a version built on
Australian soil types, as requested from CSIRO and the Australian Greenhouse Office.

•

Arrangements have been made with the Chemistry Centre WA and with CSIRO to
analyse soil samples for pH and organic carbon.
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Attachment 4 Estuarine RCM update as at February 2009
Project title:

Estuarine Resource Condition Indicators

State ID no:

063011

Funding total:

$814 000

State agency:

Department of Water (DoW)

Project manager:

Malcolm Robb

Period:

October 2007 to 30 September 2009

Matters for target:

Estuarine, coastal and marine

malcolm.robb@water.wa.gov.au

6364 7852

(100%)

Project outcomes
Establishing estuarine condition and response to catchment activities by understanding the
vulnerability of estuaries and their rate of response to changes in catchment stressors.
Develop indicators for measuring estuarine condition with a focus on sediments and
submerged aquatic vegetation which reflect changes in catchment loading and estuarine
dynamics.
Establishing programs in estuaries for which baseline monitoring is not undertaken and
develop an understanding of how environmental measures relate to catchment management
processes including indicators and targets suitable for monitoring efficacy of on-ground works.

Objectives
Estuaries are heavily impacted by both agricultural and urban activities in catchments where
NHT funds are invested to correct these impacts. Establishing estuarine condition and
response to catchment activities is complex, although many of the extreme symptoms are now
well known such as algal blooms and fish kills. The harder task is to understand the
vulnerability of estuaries and the rate at which they respond to both improvements and
deteriorations in catchment stressors.
Estuaries are relevant to other ‘Matters for Target’ areas, such as Nutrients in Aquatic
ecosystems. The funding for the Estuarine RCM component will be used to develop indicators
that will be used for measuring estuarine condition with direct relevance to both Matters for
Target, with a focus on biotic and non biotic indicators other than water quality. Our experience
so far in WA estuaries shows that sediments and submerged aquatic vegetation are important
measures of estuarine condition and reflect changes in both catchment loading and estuarine
dynamics.
As well as establishing programs in estuaries for which baseline monitoring is currently not
undertaken, process understanding investigations will be targeted for estuaries in which
baseline information is adequate. With an understanding of how environmental measures
relate to catchment management processes (for example how water column nutrient
concentrations vary according to the percent of catchment land used for cattle-for-beef
farming), indicators and targets suitable for monitoring efficacy of on-ground works can be
proposed.
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Attachment 4 continued…
Indicators will include submerged aquatic vegetation, sediment health and related biotic
indicators (such as zooplankton, as an indicator of grazing pressure) in selected estuaries.
These measures will allow a more holistic approach to measuring ecosystem health rather
than simply monitoring changes in water quality.

Key investment areas
•

Undertake sediment quality surveys in selected estuaries complementing work already
completed in developing sediment indicators.

•

Undertake submerged aquatic vegetation surveys in selected estuaries.

•

Assess additional estuarine condition indicators that may have applicability over a wide
range of estuaries and recommend monitoring programs to suit.

•

Compare estuarine indicator approach to Queensland, NSW and especially Victoria to
ensure compatibility when compared on a national scale.

•

Develop a set of indicators that can be used over the long term from which resource
condition targets can be derived.

•

Support the development of ‘report cards’ or assessment indices that can be used to
report to the NLWRA.

Additional funding requested
Additional funding of $150,000 was requested to develop sediment health indicators and
evaluate remote sensing and hydro acoustic techniques for routine extent and distribution
mapping.

Progress to date
•

There are about 1000 monitoring points in the river/estuarine project which are monitored
from a weekly (Swan) to three monthly basis.

•

Sediments are sampled and analysed every five years.

•

Website with quality-assured data analysed giving status Low-Medium-High on the
ANZAC scale

•

The agency spends $1.5 million per year on monitoring river health and estuarine water
quality.

•

There is no national database.

•

The sediment data that goes on the record cards includes nutrient load, phosphate fluxes
in the water column, ability of sediment to bind the P and some nitrification and denitrification measurements.

•

Remote sensing is too expensive due to cost of ground truthing.

•

Hydro-acoustic sensing tried.

•

Underwater camera linked to GPS with limited ground truthing can cover three weeks of
manual work in three days and also gives a bathymetric survey.
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Attachment 5 Native vegetation integrity RCM update as at February 2009
Project title:

RCM: Native vegetation integrity

State ID no:

063012

Funding total:

$976 800

State agency:

Department of Environment and Conservation

Project manager:

Marc Wohling

Period:

September 2007 to 30 December 2009

Matters for target:

Native vegetation

marc.wohling@dec.wa.gov.au

9442 0317

Project outcomes
To provide the foundation on which regional, state and national level NRM decision makers
can:
•

Assess the current condition of native vegetation resources.

•

Determine if on-ground investments are producing natural resource condition changes at
a sufficient scale to make a difference.

•

Set and report on achievements of regional resource condition targets.

•

Contribute to the National Land and Water Resource Audit and similar initiatives.

•

Develop methods of documenting changes in native vegetation type and extent;
including deciding on the establishment of fixed sites for the assessment of quantitative
changes in vegetation and ecosystem processes.

•

Establish, if appropriate, remote sensing techniques for assessing vegetation integrity
and provide training to regional groups and agencies to undertake baseline and
ecosystem process surveys and to interpret the data developed.

Objectives
Native vegetation surveillance monitoring will provide the foundation on which regional, state
and national level NRM decision makers can:
•

Assess the current condition of native vegetation resources.

•

Determine if on-ground investments are producing natural resource condition changes at
a sufficient scale to make a difference.

•

Set and report on achievements of regional resource condition targets.

•

Contribute data to the National Land and Water Resource Audit and other similar
initiatives.

Key investment areas
•

Develop methods of documenting regional and state changes in native vegetation type
and extent.

•

Determine and establish a sample of fixed sites for the assessment of quantitative
changes in native vegetation and ecosystem processes.

Attachment 5 continued…
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•

Review and establish if appropriate remote techniques for assessing changes in
vegetation integrity and assigning to condition classes.

•

Provide extension and training to regional NRM groups and agencies to undertake
baseline and ecosystem process surveys and to interpret information delivered through
the three activities above.

Progress to date
•

The project has suffered many setbacks due to staff turnover and the departure of the
botanist Judith Harvey and a series of project managers.

•

The remote sensing contract arrangements with DAFWA have been reduced to only a
literature review.

•

A new database is being developed with the aim of commissioning a functional central
container for all DEC condition monitoring data.

•

A set of attributes that can be trialled as signatures for native vegetation condition using
remote sensing have been developed.

•

It is envisaged that the database will have a spatial monitoring component.
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Attachment 6 Ecologically significant invasive species RCM update as at
February 2009
Project title:

Ecologically significant invasive species

State ID no:

063013

Funding total:

$296 000

State agency:

Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia (DAFWA) and
Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC)

Project manager:

Will de Milliano

Period:

December 2007 to 30 October 2009

Matters for target:

Significant native species
Significant invasive species

will.demilliano@agric.wa.gov.au

9368 3476

(20%)
(80%)

Project outcomes
To develop a long-term, large-scale strategic approach to the assessment and monitoring of
important invasive species using rabbits as the example and the old ‘Vertebrate Pest’
monitoring sites in all agricultural NRM regions.

Objectives
The aim is to develop a long-term, large-scale, strategic approach to assess and monitor
ecologically significant invasive species. This would be an inter agency cooperative project
involving all WA NRM regions, DAFWA and DEC under a framework that coordinates and
integrates the monitoring of ecologically significant species on a state-wide basis. The project
will avoid duplication of effort and maximise the benefits of investment in data collection by
building on existing State and Australian Government initiatives.

Key investment areas
•

Provide coordination, planning and design for the development of a framework for
resource condition monitoring in relation to invasive species.

•

Improve data management, quality assurance and data provision in relation to invasive
species.

•

Improve the capacity of Regional NRM groups to monitor and report resource targets.

Note: This project aligned with Caring for our Country objectives relating to the control of cane
toads. The other objectives of wild dogs, starlings and skeleton weed were state priorities.
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Attachment 6 continued…
Progress update
•

Rabbits have been taken as the example of invasive species on the national list.

•

The old monitoring sites used by the Vertebrate Pest program? have been used, plus
others to give 12 sites in the four regions. The old sites have 10 to 15 years of data from
quarterly monitoring. They are mostly on private land.

•

Monitoring is undertaken on three consecutive nights with a 15 km spotlighting run.

•

Standard protocols have been developed by adapting the old ones and national
protocols which are used in Victoria and South Australia.

•

Data is downloaded to DAFWAs CRIS and SLIP databases.

•

Seems to be < 3 rabbits per spotlight km.

•

Weed distribution and abundance protocols have been developed from DEC protocols.

•

There is a list of nationally significant weed (20) and animal (10) species that we need to
monitor under the requirements of the BAM Act.

Additional funding request
Additional funding application for 2008-09.
The original funding had been reduced from $400 000 to $296 000 for one year, but the
milestones were still met.
The application for an additional $250 000 was made to extend the project for a further
12 months.
The proposal will:
•

Deliver operational configurations for weed and pest animal surveillance through the
Surveillance Incident Response and Tracing Initiative (BioSIRT) that will allow for the
easy development of other spatial information products. Considerations will be given in
operationalising BioSIRT, to interactions with other existing systems, tools and
applications and supported by quality assurance and training leading to increase in
regional skills and abilities.

•

Deliver a refined methodology for monitoring the distribution and abundance of selected
vertebrate species.

•

Enhance regional skills and abilities to undertake invasive species monitoring using
enhanced infrastructure.

The weed surveillance configurations for BioSIRT will be tested and reported on by June 2007.
It is a great opportunity to maintain the momentum and operationalise the configurations using
the same staff. The benefits of using the same staff as in the pilot include immediate
application of learning and carrying out recommendations in a relatively short time frame.
The national protocols for monitoring the distribution and abundance of significant vertebrate
invasive species recommends for monitoring of established species to be coordinated at least
every four to five years. The data collected by Woolnough et al. in 2002 and 2004 and funding
now would allow for the timely refinement and implementation of the methodology.
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Attachment 7 Inland aquatic RCM update as at February 2009
Project title:

Inland Aquatic

State ID no:

073003

Funding total:

$2 000 000

State agency:

Department of Water (DoW)

Project manager:

Malcolm Robb
Steve Fisher

Period:

January 2008 to 30 September 2009

Matters for target:

Rivers and wetlands
Nutrients in aquatic environment
Turbidity
Surface water salinity
Native vegetation
Significant native species

malcolm.robb@water.wa.gov.au
steve.Fisher@water.wa.gov.au

6364 7852
6364 7868

(22%)
(48%)
(3%)
(16%)
(4%)
(4%)

Project outcomes
To identify gaps in our understanding of our wetlands at risk as a basis from which RCM can
be established and the integration of river health protocols with the new national framework for
the assessment of river and wetland health.
To develop long-term, large-scale, strategic approach to RCM under a framework that
coordinates and integrates the monitoring of nutrients in aquatic environments on a state-wide
basis which builds on existing State and Australian Government initiatives.

Objectives
A framework for resource condition monitoring and reporting that is consistent across regions:
•

Resource condition targets for river and estuarine health

•

Negotiated, coordinated monitoring efforts refocused to meet the needs of regional
strategies

•

Data analysis and synthesis for a range of derived indicators including loads trends and
biotic indices

•

Standardised protocols, methods, sampling and analysis plans, training materials

•

Quality assurance and training leading to increased regional skills and abilities

•

Data managed in centralised database and available to all users

•

Data provided to all users in customised reports

•

Assess the current condition of inland aquatic natural resources

•

Determine whether on ground investments are producing natural resource condition
changes of sufficient scale to make a difference

•

Set and report on achievement of regional resource condition targets

•

Contribute data to the National Land and Water Resource Audit and other similar
initiatives.
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Attachment 7 continued…
Progress to date
Monitoring of nutrients in aquatic environments
•

This monitors nitrogen, phosphorus, organic matter, suspended solids and salinity.

•

The program was developed and implemented between May and November 2008.

•

The second round of sampling in the Northern sector commenced on 28 January 2009.

Inland aquatic habitat integrity
•

The majority of the work has been conducted by DEC (Wetlands Section) with the
objectives of developing a standard monitoring protocol for wetlands in WA and to
undertake a rapid condition assessment of significant wetlands in WA.

•

All fieldwork has been completed and the identification of the collected specimens is well
advanced.

•

A template report for each site has been written which includes all available background
information. These will be supplemented by survey data as it becomes available.

•

Drafts of the monitoring protocol and associated SOPs have been circulated for internal
review.

•

Training sessions will be jointly hosted for the project team covering the ‘Manual for
Wetland Management and Restoration’. A draft of the ‘Wetland Monitoring Protocol’ is
almost complete.

River Health Assessment Scheme
•

This is used to assess the health of flowing waterways. Data collected from 20 sites in
the Swan-Canning in October 2008 is currently being analysed.

Enhanced salinity monitoring
•

Delays to starting have been caused by the late start and a shortage of skilled staff.
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Attachment 8 Coastal and marine RCM update as at February 2009
Project title:

Coastal and Marine Resource Condition Monitoring Scoping

State ID no:

073007

Funding total:

$232 900

State agency:

Department of Fisheries (DoF)

Project manager:

Roy Melville Smith
Justin McDonald
Brett Human

Period:

July 2008 to 30 September 2009

Matters for target:

Significant native species
Significant invasive species
Estuarine, coastal and marine

Roy.MelvilleSmith@fish.wa.gov.au 9203 0173
9203 0332
justin.mcdonald@fish.wa.gov.au
BrettHuman @fish.wa.gov.au
(20%)
(10%)
(70%)??

Overall objective
A desktop study of the current coastal and marine RCM programs being undertaken in the
Pilbara and Kimberly regions.
A strategic assessment report with recommendations for future coastal and marine RCM
across all regions ensuring a consistent standardised and effective approach.

Objectives from schedule
This scoping project will undertake a desktop study of the current coastal and marine RCM
programs being undertaken in the Pilbara and Kimberley regions.
The key outcome will be a Strategic Assessment Report with recommendations and a
suggested approach for future coastal and marine RCM for the Pilbara and Kimberley coast
taking into consideration the requirements in other regions to ensure a consistent standardised
and effective approach.
The translation of this approach to other regions will be explored through the proposed coastal
and marine steering committee.

Key investment areas
•

Assessment of existing baseline data for key habitats/communities and their responses
to chronic and acute stresses, and the development of a new approach to the collection
of baseline data.

•

Development and testing of standard monitoring protocols for the intertidal environment
and sub-tidal protocols recommended.

•

Provide a coastal and marine RCM strategic assessment report on the Kimberley and
Pilbara regions.
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Attachment 8 continued…
Milestones
1.

Establish steering committee (see list below)

21 July 2008

2.

Appoint Research Scientist—Brett Human

31 July 2008

3.

Undertake preliminary consultations with state agencies

30 September 2008

4.

First stakeholder consultation

31 December 2008

5.

Complete gap analysis

31 December 2008

6.

Consultation with Pilbara stakeholders

31 December 2008

7.

Consultation with Kimberley stakeholders

31 March 2009

8.

Trial field survey

31 March 2009

9.

Second stakeholder consultation

31 March 2009

10.

Second consultation with Pilbara stakeholders

30 June 2009

11.

Second consultation with Kimberley stakeholders

30 June 2009

12.

Complete project report

30 June 2009

Progress to date
•

Working towards a strategic framework and protocols for long-term monitoring. These
will be generic and widely applicable with local variations.

•

Historical datasets and hope to utilise remote sensing (Earlybird satellite photography)
which seems to give good results.

•

Working closely with DEC and Amanda Davies at UWA rangelands who will run joint
community workshops in the Kimberley and Pilbara.

•

Protocols will be common across States but the acceptable thresholds may vary between
locations and States.

•

Would like to see the community data collected to the same standard operating
procedures and protocols to add value to the database.

•

Database to be common and the data available to everyone.

•

Great concern about invasive marine pests which need to be monitored. There is a
nationally agreed list of species to watch out for.
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Executive summary
This sub-report of the State M&E Implementation Plan Review aimed to identify the strengths
and weaknesses of the previous monitoring and evaluation system. The recommendations
will help guide improvements to future natural resource management programs.
Governments are moving towards more rigorous outcome reporting to establish the success
of a program. Currently there is a heavy reliance on output reporting.
An output is a product or service resulting from NRM investment, whereas an outcome is the
final result of NRM investment. This report focuses on output reporting.
In response to Regional NRM Group doubts about the effectiveness of output reporting and
the cost of collection, we investigated the role of outputs as they related to NRM in Western
Australia.
The two main questions answered by this review are:
1.

Is output data useful to the State in showing progress towards outcomes?

2.

If it is useful, what changes need to be made to improve the system?

This review found that:
•

output reporting is good risk management, however:
o

the State lacks an integrated reporting system

o

too much data are collected and not enough are used

o

the standard output code list is inadequate

o

Regional NRM Groups prefer to use a standard output code list.

This review recommends that the State:
o Integrates output reporting into the NRM Quarterly Financial Reporting
requirements as it manages risk to the State by providing regular data and allowing
progress to be monitored.
o

Updates the standard output code list and develops an integrated electronic system
to ensure that the State is collecting the right data and to improve electronic data
management.

o

Plans to collect only the data that are needed to ensure that resources are not
wasted collecting useless data.

o

Reports regularly to stakeholders and funders to demonstrate progress towards
program goals and to enable adaptive management.

If these recommendations are adopted then the State will have achieved the accountability
and risk management required of the public sector and will be collecting less but more useful
data, and providing regular reports for funders and community stakeholders.
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Introduction
Natural Resource Management (NRM) is investment in management activities that will result
in maintaining or improving the condition of our natural resources. Many people are involved
in NRM, from land managers through to community and government organisations.
An NRM project receives inputs—dollars and human resources—from government to
complete activities that create products and services (outputs) (see Diagram 1). Government
requires that all NRM projects report outputs on a six-monthly basis.
Diagram 1 The project cycle

Inputs

Activities

Outputs

Outcomes

For example a regional NRM group may receive $100 000 to revegetate a degraded
catchment. They count the hectares planted (the outputs) and report these to the state every
six months. The longer term outcomes (such as biodiversity benefits) take longer to present
and are more difficult to measure.
Ninety standard output codes were agreed nationally to measure NRM outputs. This review
examined the use of these codes for measuring progress under the National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) and Natural Heritage Trust 2 (NHT2).
The State Government captures output data relating to these two funding programs from the
six Regional NRM Groups on a six monthly basis. To date, four years of data have been
collected. Analysis of this data has produced reports for Treasury and Ministers and has
been used by contract and project managers.
Key NRM stakeholders provided valuable input to this review. This report summarises the
findings and recommendations for use in the design of future NRM programs.
Diagram 2 State M&E Implementation Plan Review sub-report 3 in context

Evaluation
Sub-report 1

Output reporting
Sub-report 3
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Background
Output reporting was a requirement for all NAP and NHT2 funded projects. It enabled
reporting to Commonwealth and State Treasuries and the production of annual program
reports for the community. The theory was that output data would show the progress of the
programs.
In Western Australia the Treasury required a comparison at state and regional level of the
expected and actual products and services (that is, the performance). Outputs were
developed and defined in contracts between the State and the project deliverer.
Project deliverers reported ‘actual’ (completed) output data to the State on a six-monthly
basis, separate to the Quarterly Financial Reporting process.
A large amount of data was received by the State from project deliverers. This information
was stored in Excel and analysed using pivot tables. Only a small amount of this data was
used by the State for reporting to Treasury.
Two electronic systems recorded the data from contracts but it was recognised that a single
system would be more effective.
The State is currently considering the future of NRM reporting requirements and this review
will inform this process.

State consultation
State officers were consulted as key internal stakeholders in the collection of output data.
The key findings were:
•

•

Lack of an integrated reporting system
o

Improvements have been made but gaps still exist in the reporting system.

o

Output data are collected separately from the Quarterly Financial Reporting
process and is not well integrated into the State reporting process

o

Input and output data are collected but outcome data is inadequate.

o

Data are difficult to access and analyse as it is recorded in two electronic
systems and in hard copy files.

o

Data lack verification and there is limited capacity for the State to do data quality
checks and on-ground audits.

o

Non-standard approach to data collection despite output training and checklists.

Output reporting is good risk management
o

Short-term progress data on investments is valuable. Treasury and Ministers also
request this information.

o

NRM program logic is based on reporting outputs to show progress towards
longer term results.

o

Output reporting provides regular data and allows progress to be monitored.

o

Output reporting ensures transparency in government spending on NRM.

o

Regional NRM Groups use output reporting to manage their projects.
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•

4.

The standard output code list is inadequate
o

The code mistakenly lists some activities as outputs, which makes them difficult
to measure.

o

The codes are easily misinterpreted, can be applied to the wrong outputs and can
be measured incorrectly.

o

Final datasets lack rigour.

o

Data are difficult to aggregate as there is low confidence in the numbers
provided.

Too much data are collected and not enough are used
o

A lot of data are collected, but only a small amount are analysed and used. This
is not efficient as data costs money to collect, analyse and store.

o

Supplementary data are often required.

o

Lack of a feedback loop to the Regional NRM Groups undermines the value of
the reporting system and some Regional NRM Groups perceive that output
reporting is pointless and onerous.

o

Out of the 90 standard output codes, 14 have not been chosen in contracts since
the start of the program and are considered not relevant to WA and only 34
codes are used and analysed and reported on by the State (Attachment 1).

Regional consultation
In Western Australia we consulted the six Regional NRM Groups (‘Regions’) as key external
stakeholders in the collection of output data. The key findings were:
•

•
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Lack of a standardised and integrated approach to output reporting
o

State checklists (how-to’s) were applied inconsistently and each group chose and
recorded standard outputs in a different way.

o

Gaps in the nationally documented methodology (in the standard output code list)
meant that people measured the same outputs in different ways.

o

High turnover of Regional NRM Group staff and lack of training also contributed
to the variations.

o

Each region used a different electronic system to manage their output data.
These systems ranged from a simple excel spreadsheet to more complex project
management databases.

o

Output reporting data were collected separately and at different time intervals
from the Quarterly Financial Reporting process, making it difficult to integrate
reporting at the Regional level.

Preference for standardised state output code lists
o

Regions were reluctant to develop their own output code lists in favour of the
standardised state list. However, they suggested conflicting changes to the lists.

o

Regions relied upon the output code list for discussions and contracting with onground deliverers. This common language enabled the Regions to meet regional
outcomes and to know what was happening on the ground.
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•

Lack of utilisation of output data at regional level
o

Regions rarely used the output data they collect for themselves and primarily
collected output data as a government requirement.

o

They felt they did not have time to examine or use the collected information and
they left the analysis of output data to the State.

o

Regions felt frustrated with the reporting requirements (in general). They were
seen as onerous, time consuming and of little use to them.

o

They believed contract variations were time consuming and adversely affected
the quality of data reported.

Recommendations
The State needs to account for expenditure on natural resource management. We also need
more efficient reporting requirements for our stakeholders—better reporting, not necessarily
less. Based on the findings of this sub-review the following recommendations would improve
the State’s reporting system (Table 1).
Table 1 Recommendations
Findings

Output reporting is good
risk management.
Lack of an integrated
approach to output reporting

Recommendation

1. Include output reporting in
NRM Quarterly Financial
Reporting requirements

Rationale

Output reporting manages risk to the
State by providing regular data and
allowing progress to be monitored
Integration makes it easier to link
inputs to outputs/outcomes and
reduces the reporting burden to our
stakeholders

Standard output code list 2. Update code list and develop
is inadequate. Regional
an integrated electronic
preference for
system
standardised state lists.

To ensure that we are collecting the
right data and to improve electronic
data management

Too much data is
3. Plan to collect only the data
collected and not enough
that is needed
is used.

To ensure that resources are not
wasted collecting useless data

Lack of utilisation of data 4. Report regularly to
stakeholders and funders
Lack of utilisation of
output data at regional
level

To demonstrate progress towards
program goals and to enable
adaptive management
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Summary
Recommendation 1: Include output reporting in NRM Quarterly Financial Reporting
requirements
The collection of output data through an integrated reporting process manages risk to the
State by providing regular data and allowing progress to be monitored.
Outputs are essential to best practice project management. Output reporting enables this
information to be provided to the State and our stakeholders on a regular basis.
Products and services (outputs) of government NRM funding measure short-term progress
towards longer term NRM goals. As changes to the condition of natural resources may take
decades to show in the environment, the reported outputs are an important indicator of
progress.
Output reporting should remain an essential part of the State’s reporting requirements.
Integrated reporting will enable the regular collection of output data and clear connections
between the financial and progress data collected during these two processes (the output
reporting process and the Quarterly Financial Reporting process).
An integrated approach to reporting will also reduce the burden of reporting, by enabling
stakeholders to integrate reporting processes within their regions.
Recommendation 2: Update code list and develop an integrated electronic system
To ensure that we are collecting the right data and to improve electronic data management.
Standard codes are required so that data can be aggregated at the state level.
However, the NAP and NHT2 codes must be modified to reflect the current needs of decision
makers. Once this is done, the list needs to be technically reviewed, to ensure that the right
methods and descriptors are used.
Based on this review, Appendix 2 contains 36 proposed codes to commence this process.
A new integrated electronic reporting system is required to manage the data from the revised
codes and other reporting types (including Quarterly Financial Report information). This
technology will provide effective and efficient management of data and provide timely
information for government decision makers.
Recommendation 3: Plan to collect only the data that is needed
To demonstrate progress towards program goals and to enable adaptive management.
This important step is often missed in the planning and design of reporting systems. Data are
collected for a purpose, to be used in some way. Therefore, the future use of the data
defines what you need to collect.
A poorly designed monitoring and reporting system results in a large amount of useless data,
which costs time and money to collect, manage and store. Don’t deliver a bucket of water
when a glass will do. Ask why you need the data. Who will use it?
In this review we found that a lot of data were collected but only a small amount was useful.
In this case more was not better—more was just more.
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Future programs should avoid this through better planning. Choose the right things to
monitor and data to collect in order to meet your information requirements.
Recommendation 4: Report regularly to stakeholders and funders
To demonstrate progress towards program goals and to enable adaptive management.
Regular reports to NRM stakeholders are important as they demonstrate progress of
programs and enable adaptive management. More importantly, the reports are a key reason
why we spend time and money collecting data. This information also helps stakeholders to
adapt their behaviour while the programs are running.
The NAP and NHT2 system had deficiencies. While reports were provided to Treasury on
request, insufficient feedback was given to the regional stakeholders who had collected the
data in the first place. This absence of a feedback loop meant that some regional
stakeholders may not have understood the significance of output reporting, possibly resulting
in poorer quality data.
Regular reporting, both to Treasury and stakeholders, will ensure useful information is
available on the progress of programs and will enable continuous improvement.

Conclusion
Output reporting is a simple but effective way to ensure information for decision making
reaches government. It also enables reporting on the outcomes of NRM funding to our
stakeholders, encouraging accountability and transparency.
Implementation of our recommendations should ensure that the right data is monitored,
collected and managed to provide information on the progress of NRM investment.
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Attachment 1 Output Codes used for reporting to Treasury
2006-2009
Action/Output

Old Codes

Area (ha) revegetated for landcare

OG4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 4.1 (plantation)

Area (ha) of wetland, stream and vegetation
protected by fencing

OG2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and OG7.1 (for species
protection)

Area (ha) vegetation rehabilitated/enhanced

OG3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4

Area (ha) of soils treated (lime, gypsum, clay)

OG9.3 and OG9.4

Area (ha) protected by covenant/voluntary
conservation agreement

OG1.1 and OG1.2 (voluntary) Measure 2 only

Area (ha) of drainage works

OG10.1, 10.2, 10.3 and 10.4 (groundwater
pumping)

Area (ha) treated for erosion control

OG9.1 and OG9.2

Number of people engaged in NRM events
and training

CB1.1 and CB2.1 (second measure only)

Number of new/enhanced monitoring
programs

RA1.2 and RA1.3

Number of decision support tools created

RA3.3

Number of community groups/projects
assisted

CB5.1

Streambank length of river fenced (km)

OG2.3 Measure 2 only

Area (ha) treated for pest plant
control/invasive species

OG8.1, 8.3, 8.4

Total number of codes used for reporting

34
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Attachment 2 Draft list of 36 standard output codes for WA
New
code
1

Old
code
RA1.2

Changes
made
None

Unit of measure #1

2

RA1.3

None

3

RA2.1

4

RA3.1

Removed
second
measure
None

6

RA3.2

None

7

RA3.3

None

8

RA4.1

None

9

P1.1

None

10

P3.1

None

11

P3.2

None

12

P4.1

Removed
second
measure

13

CB1.1

None

14

CB1.2

Removed
second
measure

Number of written
products such as
brochures, newsletters,
posters or fact sheets
developed

15

CB1.4

None

Number of successful
published articles in
media opportunities
resulting in articles in
newspapers or on radio or
television created

Unit of
measure #2

Number of new monitoring
programs established
Number of existing
monitoring programs
enhanced
Number of biophysical
studies completed

Use where there was no existing
monitoring program.
Use where an existing monitoring
program has been significantly
expanded or enhanced.
Eg. studies of vegetation, salinity,
soil, groundwater, marine areas.

Number of models
developed
Number of information
management systems
developed
Number of other decision
support tools developed
Number of research and
development studies
completed
Number of best
management practice
codes or guidelines
completed
Number of catchment or
sub-catchment plans or
strategies completed
Number of property or
reserve management
plans completed
Number of recovery or
management plans for
threatened species or
ecological communities
completed
Number of awareness
raising events such as
demonstrations, field days
or study tours conducted

Old description

Systems to hold natural resource
information. Includes addition of
new modules to existing systems.
Includes completion of the
research report.
All guidelines/ codes/ protocols

Plans/ strategies at catchment(s)
or sub-catchment(s) scale
Plans at whole farm/ property or
reserve scale eg. farm/ reserve
plans.
Management of specific species
or ecological communities.

Number of
participants in
person-days

An awareness-raising event is an
event designed to pass on
information and improve
knowledge and understanding.
To calculate person-days, multiply
the number of participants by the
amount of a day or days the event
ran for (use only half day or full
day units) and round totals to the
nearest whole number.
Includes less formal written
material such as brochures,
newsletters, posters and fact
sheets.
Includes articles in newspapers
and magazines, items on radio or
in television programs.
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Attachment 2 Cont. Draft list of 36 standard output codes for WA
New
code

Old
code

Changes
made

Unit of measure #1

16

CB1.5

None

Number of websites
developed or
significantly enhanced.

17

CB2.1

None

Number of training
sessions, workshops,
seminars or other skills
and training events
conducted

18

CB5.1

None

Number of community
groups OR projects
assisted

19

OG1.1

None

Number of conservation
covenants or other
agreements attached to
title negotiated

20

OG1.2

None

Number of voluntary
conservation
agreements negotiated

21

OG2.1
OG2.2
OG2.3
OG2.4

Aggregated
codes
(measure 1
only)

Area (ha) of native
vegetation protected by
fencing

22

OG3.1
OG3.2
OG3.3
OG3.4

Aggregated
codes
(measure 1
only)

Area (ha) of native
vegetation
enhanced/rehabilitated
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Unit of
measure #2

Number of
participants in
person-days

Area (ha)
protected

Old description

Websites developed to
provide information related
to regional natural resource
management.
Structured activities
designed to improve
existing skills or develop
new ones. Training
sessions MAY lead to or
contribute to formal
qualifications like a TAFE
certificate but need not
necessarily do so. To
calculate person-days see
CB1.1.
Refers to facilitation and
type activities. Facilitators
can report the number of
groups or projects they
have assisted in each six
month period (however,
when reporting an annual
total each group or project
should only be counted
once).
Legal agreements would
normally be attached to the
title of land. Negotiated
means to the formal
agreement stage.
Voluntary agreements are
not attached to title of the
land. Negotiated means to
the formal agreement
stage.
Native vegetation is any
vegetation species that
existed before European
settlement including trees,
saplings, shrubs, scrub,
understorey, groundcover
or plants in a wetland
[Adapted from the Native
Vegetation Act 2003].
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Attachment 2 Cont. Draft list of 36 standard output codes for WA
New
code

Old
code

Changes
made

Unit of measure #1

23

OG4.1
OG5.1

Aggregated
codes
(measure 1
only)

Area (ha) of native and
exotic
plantation established

24

OG4.2
OG4.3
OG4.4
OG4.6

Aggregated
codes
(measure 1
only)

Area (ha) planted to
native species

25

OG5.3

None

Area (ha) of exotic
perennial pastures
established

26

OG5.4

None

Area (ha) of exotic, nonperennial special purpose
pastures established

27

OG7.1

None

28

0G8.1

None

Area (ha) protected by
fencing specifically for
significant species/
ecological community
protection
Area (ha) of pest plant
control measures
implemented

29

OG8.3
OG8.4

Aggregated
codes

30

OG8.5

None

31

OG9.1

None

Area (ha) of land treated
and/ or protected from soil
erosion by engineering
works

32

OG9.2

None

33

OG9.3

None

Area (ha) of land treated
for soil erosion through
exclusion fencing
Area (ha) of acid sulphate
soils identified and
treated/protected

Area (ha) of pest animal
control measures
implemented
Area (ha) of plant disease
control measures
implemented

Unit of
measure #2

Old description

Plantations are defined as
intensively managed
stands of trees of either
native or exotic species
intended for harvest,
created by the regular
placement of seedlings or
seeds, or by regeneration
of native vegetation
[adapted from National
Forest Policy - see NPI
website]

Care should be taken to
ensure pasture species used
do not pose a threat as a
potential environmental weed.
Include exotic annual pasture
species, for example those
used in rehabilitating saline
areas.
Includes fencing to exclude
feral predators, 4WD’s, etc,
and to enhance management
capability.
Ensure that the species being
controlled is noted and
whether the control measure
is ‘eradication’ versus
‘containment’.
Ensure that the species being
controlled is noted.
Includes actions taken to
prevent the spread of plant
diseases such as
phytophthora. Ensure that the
species being controlled is
noted.
With work such as
rehabilitation of gullies by
filling in and reshaping of the
sides, count the actual
number of ha treated. With
other works, such as the
construction of contour banks,
count the number of ha
protected from erosion.
Includes areas fenced to
control stock and/ or enable
revegetation treatment
Includes areas mapped and/
or treated with soil
ameliorants and/ or treated
with works.
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Attachment 2 Cont. Draft list of 36 standard output codes for WA
New
code
34

Old
code
OG9.4

Changes
made
None

35

OG10.1
OG10.2
OG10.3

36

OG13.1

Aggregated
codes
(measure 1
only)
None

Unit of measure #1

Unit of
measure #2

Old description

Area (ha) of soil treatment
for other than erosion or
acid sulphate soils
Area (ha) of land treated
through drainage
Area (ha) of land where
improved irrigation
practices have been
adopted

Number of land
managers using
improved
irrigation
practices

Note:
1. These codes are a draft list developed based on the results of the output review. Before
implementation they require further development based on the needs of the State and a review by
technical experts.
2. Implementation of a standardised code list requires standardised training, information and training
materials to be available and ongoing assistance for project and program proponents
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Executive summary
This sub-report of the State M&E Implementation Plan Review aimed to identify the strengths
and weaknesses of the previous monitoring and evaluation system. The recommendations
may help to make improvements to future natural resource management programs.
This report discusses the result of a short stakeholder survey that was undertaken to obtain
feedback on the State Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan for NAP and NHT2 in Western
Australia.
The survey was circulated to key monitoring and evaluation stakeholders and the findings
give an idea of the strengths and weaknesses of the plan and recommendations for future
monitoring and evaluation policy development. As the numbers of key stakeholders surveyed
were low, the findings of this report are unable to be extrapolated to the general NRM
population.
This review found that the key strengths of the Plan were:
●

The plan showed a commitment to monitoring and evaluation and enabled funding.

●

It was developed with community input and contained clear objectives, logically laid
out.

●

It provided some guidance to the regional NRM groups and provided context for the
monitoring and evaluation.

This review found that the key weaknesses of the Plan were:
●

The plan was written at the incorrect scale, lacked implementation funds and was
produced too late to be part of project planning.

●

It did not integrate all types of reporting

●

It did not provide enough guidance to the regional NRM groups.

This review recommends that with changes to state and Commonwealth NRM funding
streams and program objectives the plan is no longer appropriate. There is now a
requirement for an overarching state M&E Plan to guide monitoring and evaluation in natural
resource management.
This plan needs to:
●

Have a clear purpose, be simple and realistic

●

Recognise that investment in M&E requires a long-term commitment

●

Should be developed before the NRM projects are developed

●

Attempt to integrate NRM reporting

●

Involve community input into plan development.

These findings and recommendations will inform the development of the new state
monitoring and evaluation requirements for NRM in WA.
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Introduction
A survey was undertaken with key monitoring and evaluation stakeholders to gain feedback
on the strengths and weaknesses of the State M&E Implementation Plan for NAP and NHT2
in WA.
This report was prepared to inform the planning for the new State M&E plan for NRM in
Western Australia. Please note that this survey received a small number of responses and is
not statistically valid. Its purpose is to give an idea of the strengths and weaknesses in the
State M&E Implementation Plan to enable improvement for the future.
Diagram 1 State M&E Implementation Plan Review sub-report 4 in context

Evaluation
Sub-report 1

Resource Condition
Monitoring
Sub-report 2

Output Reporting
Sub-report 3

Stakeholder Survey
Sub-report 4

Background
The State M&E Implementation Plan has been implemented in WA since 2004 and aimed to
guide monitoring and evaluation within the State. See Attachment 1 for a summary of the
plan.
The Plan indicated a commitment to a long-term approach to monitoring and evaluation by
the State. The Plan enabled the State to fund $10 million in additional spending on resource
condition monitoring infrastructure. The plan also enabled the funding of four state level
evaluations worth approximately $150,000.
The survey of broad questions was sent to a group of nine key stakeholders to document
what was learnt and get feedback from customers regarding the implementation of the Plan.
The questions are in Attachment 2.
The survey had an excellent response rate of 77 per cent. The findings should be used as an
indication of stakeholder perceptions of strengths and weaknesses in the old plan. These
findings are based on a small number of responses and are not able to be generalised
across NRM.
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Findings
The strengths and weaknesses of the plan as identified in the results of the customer survey
have been summarised below.

Key strengths
Stakeholders reported that the key strengths of the Plan were:
●

Showed a commitment to M&E

●

Enabled funding of M&E

●

Included community input into plan development

●

Contained clear objectives and provided guidance to regional M&E

●

Was logically laid out and had logical appendices with more detail

●

Clearly outlined the NAP/NHT framework, roles and responsibilities

●

Clearly identified the types of evaluation and reporting requirements, frequency,
context in the bigger picture, the roles and the responsibilities.

Key weaknesses
Stakeholders reported that the key weaknesses of the Plan were:
●

Was written at the incorrect scale—regional instead of state

●

Lacked implementation funds

●

Was developed too late to guide and influence project planning

●

The plan was low profile and not always referred to in regional and project plans.

●

Did not integrate all types of NRM reporting

●

Did not provide enough guidance to regional groups for implementation

●

Roll-out of the plan was not effective and there was a lack of knowledge about
monitoring and evaluation in the regions

●

The plan was difficult to follow as it had too many attachments

●

The Evaluation and the Regional M&E Strategy Requirements sections would have
benefited from more details.

Recommendations
The State M&E Implementation Plan was appropriate at the time and was built based on the
most up-to-date knowledge and community input. It was effective at showing commitment to
M&E and gaining funding.
There is now a need for an overarching State M&E Plan to support the new State NRM Plan.
The M&E plan would need to have a clear purpose, define the monitoring and evaluation
requirements, and contain agreed roles and responsibilities for this in WA. Table 1 lists
specific recommendations that would help improve monitoring and evaluation in Western
Australia.
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Table 1 Recommendations
Finding

Recommendation

Justification

Strength: The plan was logically
laid out.
Weakness: The plan was written at
the incorrect scale.

A new M&E Plan needs to be
completed that is state scale and
provides leadership in
monitoring and evaluation in
NRM in WA.

A state scale plan will show
leadership in monitoring and
evaluation.
This plan will build on the strengths
of the old plan to create a new and
improved plan.

Strength: The Plan contained clear
objectives and provided guidance
to regional monitoring and
evaluation.
Weaknesses: The Plan did not
provide enough guidance to the
Regional NRM Groups.

The new M&E Plan needs to
have a clear purpose, with clear
roles and responsibilities
explained in simple language.

A clear plan will enable all
stakeholders to contribute to
monitoring and evaluation and to
know their role in the system.
Using simple and clear language
will ensure that stakeholders
understand their roles and
responsibilities.

Strength: The plan showed a
commitment to M&E and enabled
funding.
Weakness: The Plan lacked
implementation funds.

The M&E Plan should continue
to show a long term commitment
to M&E and needs to contain
funding for implementation.

As resource condition changes
occur over a long time, monitoring
is a long-term activity and requires
a commitment to on-going funding.
It needs to be realistic in what can
be achieved with limited funds and
capacity.

Weakness: The Plan was produced The M&E Plan needs to be
developed before the NRM
too late to influence project
projects are developed.
planning.

The M&E plan needs to be
developed first to give a framework
and direction for project managers
when developing their M&E plans
and targets.

Weakness: The Plan did not
integrate all types of NRM
reporting.

The M&E Plan needs to attempt
to integrate NRM reporting.

Integration of NRM reporting would
increase efficiency of information
collection.

Strength: The Plan included
community input into its
development.

The M&E Plan development
needs to involve stakeholder
input.

If stakeholders are involved in the
development they are more likely
to implement the requirements.
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Attachment 1 State M&E Implementation Plan Summary
A SUMMARY GUIDE to NAP/NHT2 MONITORING and EVALUATION
(November 2005)

PURPOSE
The purpose of this paper is to give a summary of the NAP and NHT2 monitoring and
evaluation framework and its implications for Regional NRM Groups. It is an updated version
from the paper provided to Regional Chairs for their meeting in January 2005.
Other documents provide information to aid more thorough understanding and these are
listed in the References section.
Definition: ‘Monitoring and evaluation’ (M&E) as it is used here describes the elements
built into the NAP and NHT2 programs which are used to plan and assess program
performance.
Monitoring and evaluation processes provide the information needed to answer strategic
and accountability questions such as:
Did the investment go to the most needed areas?
Have the invested time and dollars made the difference intended?
(on the state of natural resources? on community capacity?)
Have program processes been conducted in a way which maximises resources?

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
Rationale
The desired final outcome for the NAP and NHT2 programs relates to the improved
condition of Australia’s natural resources. Due to the long lead time required to establish a
clear trend in the condition of many natural resources and the multitude of factors involved,
achievement of this outcome largely extends beyond the life and reach of these programs.
Short- and medium-term performance markers are therefore necessary.
The underlying logic for the NAP/NHT2 monitoring and evaluation framework is that:

1

•

Resource Condition is changed by

•

Management Actions which are achieved by

•

Outputs which require

•

Investment. 1

An example of an application of this framework is provided in Appendix 1.
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A crucial step in regional planning is to confirm for each investment being considered, that
this flow from Investment dollars, through Outputs and Management Actions to Resource
Condition change, including targets, is ‘well connected’, i.e. scientifically defensible, socially
achievable and cost-effective. 2
Once the investment becomes an active program/project, monitoring and evaluation is the
tool by which the original planning assumptions are checked and information is provided for
ongoing learning, remedial action or planning changes where required.
Key Elements of the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
The table below shows the key elements used for planning, monitoring and reporting NAP
and NHT2 program performance and the relevant time scales.
NAP/NHT2 PROGRAM PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE
Time scale

Performance
level

Monitoring and
evaluation element

Performance reporting required to
state and/or national levels

Immediate/
project life

Inputs

Dollars

Quarterly reports on financial activity
compared with budget

Project life

Outputs

Outputs

Half yearly reports on outputs
delivered compared to expected

1-5 years

Intermediate
Outcomes

Management actions
(and Management Action
Targets)

Annual reports on progress toward
achievement of management action
targets

10+ years

Outcomes

Resource condition
(and Resource Condition
Targets)

Annual reports on progress toward
achievement of resource condition
targets

All time scales

All

Evaluation

Annually, as per National, state and
Regional Evaluation Schedules and
as needed to investigate arising
issues

THE ELEMENTS AND REGIONAL NRM GROUP RESPONSIBILITIES
As a post-accreditation requirement, Regional NRM Groups are to develop a detailed
Regional M&E Plan explaining how monitoring and evaluation will be organised, funded and
executed. The monitoring and evaluation responsibilities of Regional NRM Groups have
been detailed in the National Framework documents, the WA NAP/NHT2 M&E
Implementation Plan and accreditation and investment planning guidelines.
Currently, Regional M&E coordinators and members of the state and Australian Government
teams are working together to produce a model for a 'good Regional M&E Plan' suitable for
submission by WA regions in 2006.
Regional M&E Plans will cover the basic elements of the National Monitoring and Evaluation
Framework and how they are being implemented in each region aided by state level
coordination processes. An update on these elements and implementation status follows. 3

2

3
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If Regional NRM Groups have been unable to obtain the advice they need to confirm this
connection for planned investments, contact the M&E team in the State NRM Office who
coordinate a panel of ‘lead persons’ for Resource Condition Matters for Target.
Financial processes and reporting is outside the scope of this paper. Contact the NRM Programs
section of the State NRM Office for queries in this area.
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Outputs
Planning, monitoring and reporting output performance according to state and national
requirements is the responsibility of Regional NRM Groups and project proponents and the
costs of this monitoring must be factored into the monitoring and evaluation component of
each project/program.
A nationally agreed list of Standard Outputs and Output Measures is used to plan and report
program/project output performance to the state level at six monthly intervals, as at
31 December 31 and 30 June each year. Output reporting to the national level occurs as part
of 30 June regional and state annual reporting.
Development status: WA has had half-yearly output reporting using Excel spreadsheets in
place since April 2004. For 31 December 2005 reporting, it is anticipated the change will be
made to reporting through the new State Investment Management System database.
Regional NRM Groups will be assisted with this change in late 2005.
Management actions
Defining management actions, setting targets, monitoring and reporting performance against
targets according to the national framework is the responsibility of Regional NRM Groups.
The cost of monitoring progress against Management Action Targets (MATs) must be
factored into the cost of the monitoring and evaluation component of each project/program.
Development status: Management Action Targets will first be reported by regions and the
State in the 30 June 2005 reporting to national level. A paper explaining the nationally
agreed method and the template used by other States for 2004/5 reporting was provided to
all Regional NRM Groups in the first half of 2005. Regional NRM Groups are working to
improve and reduce the number of MATs so they become true 'intermediate outcomes',
distinguishably above the level of management actions and outputs, and more easily able to
be measured and reported. As a result of the 2005 Hobart M&E Symposium, a national
working group is convening to further define this part of the national framework.
Resource condition
Setting targets using the national Matters for Targets 4 and reporting performance against
these targets (RCTs) is the responsibility of Regional NRM Groups. Resource condition
monitoring is a shared responsibility between Groups and state agencies. Development of
national indicators and protocols is being coordinated by the National Land and Water
Resource Audit.
Information from resource condition monitoring on the state of the natural resources and
condition and trend changes is required to make investment decisions and report on the
contribution of investments to achievement of targets.
Unless agreed otherwise to create efficiencies, resource condition monitoring will be the
responsibility of Regional NRM Groups at the project level (point of investment monitoring)
and by state agencies at the broader scale (surveillance monitoring) to take advantage of
existing infrastructure, expertise, databases and ensure a longer term capability to maintain
monitoring beyond project life. This will also allow an assessment of whether the type and
scale of 'local' investments has been effective in producing desired effects at the broader or
regional scales.

4

See Appendix 1 of the WA Implementation Plan for the list of Matters for Targets and Indicators.
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Where Groups require resource condition information beyond that currently provided by
current state monitoring programs, agencies will require additional funding through Regional
Investment or Strategic Reserve sources. Because of these complexities in determining what
monitoring is required in what locations and how this will be executed and funded, the State
is providing a coordinated approach to resource condition monitoring.
Development status: From March 2005, the State M&E Coordination Team (on behalf of the
WA Monitoring and Evaluation Advisory Committee—WAMEAC) has been analysing the
gaps between current state agency resource condition monitoring programs and what would
be required to report on the national indicators and targets at regional scale. At the request of
the JSC, strategic reserve funding proposals to meet the priority gaps are being prepared in
consultation with Regional NRM Groups for final submission in February 2006. In late
November 2005, state analysis will also begin to consider the 'point of investment' monitoring
planned by Regional NRM Groups to assist both Groups and state agencies with planning
complementary infrastructure and monitoring activities.
Evaluation
Evaluation activities play a crucial role in assessing the impacts of the programs and
therefore are to occur at national, state, regional and project levels. 5
Although these different levels of evaluation occur at different scales, there is a cascade
effect between them and the planning of evaluation schedules needs to take into account
what is being planned at each ‘higher’ level to avoid overlap and identify gaps.
National—National level evaluations are planned and funded by the Australian Government.
State—The WA JSC is responsible for developing and funding a State Evaluation Schedule.
It is anticipated implementation of this Schedule throughout the life of the programs will be
funded through the Strategic Reserve.
Regional—Regional level evaluations are undertaken by Regional NRM Groups at
regional/program scale and by project managers at the project specific level. Funds to
develop and implement a Regional Evaluation Schedule need to be included in regional
investment plans. In addition, each project manager is responsible for evaluation specific to
their project and must be included in initial project planning and funded from the monitoring
and evaluation proportion of each project’s funding.
Less formal reviews of progress to inform decision-making, refine planning or address
performance issues are likely to be required in addition to formally scheduled evaluations.
Regional NRM Groups have responsibility for ensuring resources for these eventualities.
Development status: A schedule of national level evaluations is currently being implemented
by the Australian Government. Some of these national evaluations involve WA Regional
NRM Groups in their target groups. At the state level, a proposed State Evaluation Schedule,
with its governance and management arrangements, has been prepared by a drafting group
for consideration at the November JSC meeting.

5
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A guide to some of the evaluation questions to determine the effectiveness, efficiency,
appropriateness and unintended outcomes of the programs are listed on p. 10 of the WA
Implementation Plan.
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Reporting
Regional NRM Groups are to ensure sufficient resources for reporting requirements (as per
last column in the ‘Elements’ table p2) to be achieved at a suitable standard. An annual
report is also required each financial year.
The State NRM Office (SNRMO) assists by coordinating reporting to state and national
levels. The SNRMO provides reports to the JSC and to national level at the end of each
financial year.
Assistance on 'funding related reporting' such as Quarterly Financial, Annual and Final
Project Reporting is provided by the NRM Programs section of the SNRMO 6 . Assistance with
reporting on elements in the monitoring and evaluation framework, e.g. outputs and targets,
is provided by the Monitoring and Evaluation section 7 .
Development Status: An Investment Management System is under development that will
replace the current reporting templates and processes with database entry. It will create
considerable efficiencies due to the flow through from funding schedules to reports and the
ability of regional staff/project managers to progressively enter achievements as they occur.
ROLES OF OTHER GROUPS
Groups at both national and state level take or impact decisions on WA's monitoring and
evaluation policy and procedures for NAP/NHT2. Where monitoring and evaluation policies
or procedures must be uniform nationally (e.g. where it impacts national annual reporting),
these decisions are taken between all governments. As a result a number of groups outside
of WA are responsible for decisions that determine how things proceed in WA. A summary of
the roles of these decision-making groups is included as Appendix 2.
CONCLUSION
This paper briefly describes the framework which defines program requirements for
NAP/NHT2 monitoring and evaluation, current status of implementation and the groups who
guide and assist Regional NRM Groups in achieving them.
Due to the early position of Regional NRM Groups in the regional investment cycle, the
‘hottest’ monitoring and evaluation issue is achieving robust monitoring and evaluation
planning and implementation at both regional and project level. Monitoring and evaluation
information is then able to inform ongoing decision-making to enhance program performance
and outcomes.
As there is always more to be worked out ‘as we go’, good relationships and regular
communication between involved parties remains essential to successfully managing such
an evolutionary process.
KEY NAP/NHT2 MONITORING AND EVALUATION REFERENCES
MONITORING AND EVALUATION IMPLEMENTATION PLAN for the National Action Plan
for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) and the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT2) in Western
Australia, December 2004, V 2.4.
Available via jhilltonkin@agric.wa.gov.au

6
7

John Holley, Nikki Staveley, etc.
Janette Hill-Tonkin and others TBD.
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Monitoring and Reporting on Natural Resource Management Users' Guide, 2002.
http://www.nrm.gov.au/monitoring/reporting/index.html
National Natural Resource Management Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.
http://www.nrm.gov.au/publications/evaluation/index.html
National Framework for Natural Resource Management (NRM) Standards and Targets,
Department of Environment and Heritage, 2002.
http://www.nrm.gov.au/publications/standards/index.html
Assessment of Data Requirements and Availability to Address Natural Resource Condition
and Trend Indicators, National Land and Water Resources Audit, September 2004.
http://www.nlwra.gov.au/reports.html
NOTE: Monitoring and evaluation requirements of Regional NRM Groups are also specified
in both the Accreditation and Investment Planning guidelines.
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APPENDIX 1
EXAMPLE OF M&E FRAMEWORK LOGIC APPLIED
MATTER FOR TARGET
AND RELEVANT
INDICATORS #

Significant native species and ecological communities
● Area, location and condition of key habitat of each species
● Extent of each ecological community: estimated area (in hectares)
● Condition of each ecological community
Ð

RESOURCE CONDITION
TARGET ##

2015 habitat area, location and condition for critical species and ecological
communities remains at 2006 benchmark
Ð

MANAGEMENT ACTION
TARGET ##

50% of critical habitat for significant species and ecological communities gazetted
as conservation reserves and managed by 2010
Ð

MANAGEMENT ACTION
##

Conversion of key habitat areas in West Shire to conservation reserves (Project
cost = $25 000)
Ð
1. Baseline study of habitats and ecological communities
● Number of biophysical studies completed and area (ha) surveyed

OUTPUTS AND OUTPUT
MEASURES

2. Develop implementation plan for land use changes
● Number of recovery or management plans for threatened species or
ecological communities completed
3. Form partnerships with key stakeholders including responsible statutory
authorities to change legislation
● Number of arrangements for effective collaboration negotiated where a
formal agreement does not exist

NOTE:
# Resource condition indicators as per current set—still to be confirmed by NLWRA work.
## The outputs of a project may contribute towards several Management Action or Resource Condition Targets.
For the purpose of clarity in this diagram, only one example of each is used.
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APPENDIX 2
DECISION-MAKING and COORDINATION GROUPS FOR M&E
National Program Governance
Along with other NAP/NHT2 high level policy decisions, high level monitoring and evaluation
policy decisions which affect all states/territories are taken by the national Policy and
Programs Committee, Joint Standing Committee and/or the NRM Ministerial Council. WA
has a number of government Ministers, Director-Generals and Senior Executives of NRM
agencies as members of these bodies.
Other inter-state/territory bodies
Below these very high level policy decisions, there are other policy and procedural issues
which are agreed or worked out cooperatively between all states/territories in other forums.
This particularly applies to issues which impact program performance reporting at the
national level.
The multi-jurisdictional National MEWG assisted the initial development of the monitoring
and evaluation framework for the two programs and its role is now complete.
Further developments are now achieved through a network of Australian Government and
state/territory government personnel with key roles in the management of monitoring and
evaluation. This network also provides the opportunity for governments to learn from each
other’s implementation experiences and to work jointly on new developments. The Manager,
Monitoring and Evaluation in the State NRM Office is actively involved in this network
representing Western Australia 8 .
WA bodies
The roles of the key stakeholders in the management of NAP/NHT2 monitoring and
evaluation in WA are detailed on pp 4–5 of the WA Implementation Plan. In addition, the
current work of the key players is briefly noted below.
WAMEAC
WA’s representative on the National MEWG 9 , formed the WA MEWG with representatives of
both Governments and a regional representative 10 , to provide two-way communication
between the work progressing at national and state levels.
As a requirement of the Bilateral Agreements, the WA MEWG then produced the WA
NAP/NHT2 Monitoring and Evaluation Implementation Plan (WA Implementation Plan) which
was approved by the JSC in March 2004 as the start of an evolving document. An enhanced
version of the Plan (V2.4) was provided to the JSC in December 2004.

8
9
10
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Janette Hill-Tonkin.
Dr Bob Nulsen, current WAMEAC Chairperson.
Current members and are—Regional Rep: Linda Soteriou (SCC), Aust Govt: Paul Davies
(Dir WA Team); WA Govt: Richard Harper, Deputy Chair (FPC), Jon Warren (DoA), Keith
Claymore (CALM), Malcolm Robb (DoE), Fred Wells (DoF), Brad Jakowyna (EPA Support Unit),
Juana Roe (SENCC), John Loney (SNRMO). Other participants are Janette Hill-Tonkin (SNRMO)
and Greg Beeston (DoA).
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To accommodate a change in its role over time from 'working group' to 'advisory committee',
in mid-2005 the WA MEWG was renamed WAMEAC with a changed membership and terms
of reference.
State M&E Coordination Team
WA MEWG also obtained NHT2 funding for the state NAP/NHT2 Monitoring and Evaluation
Coordination Project, based in the State NRM Office, to manage implementation of this Plan.
This team (SMECT 11 ), negotiates between and within governments on how the Monitoring
and Evaluation Framework will be applied in Western Australia, gains JSC approval on
significant issues, develops procedures for implementation and assists Regional NRM
Groups to action these policies and procedures. The team also provides a feedback loop
from the Regional NRM Groups to better inform government policy decisions.
To achieve this, as well as maintaining contact with key staff in Regional NRM Groups,
SMECT is in regular liaison with the Australian Government’s Canberra-based Monitoring
and Evaluation and WA Teams. It also liaises and facilitates coordination between senior
managers and scientists in key State NRM agencies. The latter occurs both individually and
through groups such as the Senior Officers’ Group and the ‘Lead Persons’ group. SMECT
also provides links with other relevant national and state resource condition monitoring
programs such as the National Land and Water Resources Audit and State of the
Environment reporting.
The work of SMECT in these areas has replaced some of the communication and liaison
work originally done by the WA MEWG. WAMEAC is kept involved in the work being done by
the SMECT through progress reports, email communications and at meetings.
Other
The WA MEWG also obtained funding for the development of a database to aid monitoring
and evaluation data storage and reporting by Regional NRM Groups and at state level. This
project to build an Investment Management System is based in the Department of
Agriculture 12 .

¹¹¹

Janette Hill-Tonkin
Manager, Monitoring and Evaluation
State NRM Office

11

12

The State Monitoring and Evaluation Coordination Team is normally comprised of three staff,
however recruitment to replace two members is still underway so Janette Hill-Tonkin is currently
the sole member.
Greg Beeston is the project manager.
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Attachment 2. Survey questions
1.

What category best describes your role in natural resource management?
(a)

Regional officer

(b)

State Agency Officer

(c)

Australian Government Officer

(d)

Other (please specify)

2.

What do you consider to be the key strengths of the WA NAP and NHT2 State M&E
Implementation Plan?

3.

What do you consider to be the key weaknesses of the WA NAP and NHT2 State M&E
Implementation Plan?

4.

If you were advising policy makers on future Natural Resource Management Monitoring
and Evaluation policy development, what recommendations would you make?
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